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ABSTRACT 1

Limited to a comparison of one open school aril one
traditional school, thii study was perfbrmed to empirically assess
the claims of open clissroom proponents. Approximately 250 studOts
in grades 1 thrqugh 6 of trio elementary schools, one utilizing an
open classroom instructional program and the other a traditional
instructional program, cosrprised the sample in the two-year study
which focus'ed on the aseessment of the comparative effects of the two
instructional programs upon three student variables: (1')

self-concept, (2) attitude toward school, and (3) achievement of
basic skills. Measurement of these variables were accomplished by the
use of the Piers-Harris Selft-Concept Scale and the Pictorial
Self-Concept Scale, the 'traces,* Inventory, and the Stanford
Achievement .Test. Pretests on.the three variables were adainistered
in May and June of 1972; posttests were administered in May and June
of 1974. Analysis of covariance was used to Analyze this dat'a. In
addition,, data related to teacher attitudes and classroom environment
and practices was collected and analyzed. Results do not proVide
support for any conclusive comprehensive stateuents concerning the
relative efZectiveness of the.open or traditional instructional
prograe. However, there was evidence to suggest that the open
classroom instructional prop am effected positive changes in the
affective areas of sejf-concept and attitude toward school. Students
in'both,instructional programs ptsformed equally well in the.
achieiement of basic skills. ,4Author/RC)
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ABSTRACT

In recent years there has been widespread criticismeof the Traditional

mode of instruction in American public schools. Concurrently,, there have beeti

attempts to replace the traditional organization and instructional patterns:With

alternatives. Perhaps the most widely publicized and implemented of these/alter

natives is open classroom education. The proponents of this type of inn?Vative,

program say that open classroom education will effect positive changes 1m childrens'

self - concepts, attitudes toward school and cognitive learning, but`eheSe claims

have not been substantiated by empirical research evidence. This stilly, limited

ro a compariaoneof one open school and one tretional school, was *formed to

empirically assess the'claime of open claseraem proponents.

Approximately 250 students in grades 1 through 6 of tie)0" elementary schools.

one utilizing an open classroom instructional program and the o her a traditional

instructional program, comprised the sample in the two-year st dy which focused on

the assessment of the .comparative effects of the two instruct onal programs upon

three student variables; (1) self - concept. (2) attitude tow rd-school, and (3)

achievement of basic skills. Measurement of these variable were accomplished by

the use'of the Piers-Harris Self-Concept-Scale and the Pic orial Self-Concept Scale,

the "Faces" Inventory, and the Stanford Achievement Test. Pretests on the three

variables werZ administered in May and June of 1972; poa tests were administered in

May and June of 1974. Analysis of covariance was used o analyze this data. In

addieion, data related to teacher attitudes and clam om enviromnent and practices

was collected and analyzed.

The results,of the study do not provide support for any conclusive

comprehensive statements concerning the relative effectiveness of the open or

traditional instructional program. However, there was evidence to suggest that the

-open classroom instructional program effected positive changes in the affective areas

of self -- concept and Atirude toward school. Students in both instructional progiams

performed equally well in the achievement of basic skills.
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INTRODUCTION

round of the Stud

James Welsh, salting an introduction tr, description of Pennsylvania's
Educational geality Aseeesment prOgram, days that, public schooling in America
historically has been ahrouded-in faith and optim em. Uneil less than a decade ago,
the prveise and power of formal schooling were rarely queetioned.' (Welsh,-1971,
p. 1) However, as Welsh indicated, the situation has changed during the past decade.
The educational literature is replete with the recent writings of a growing number
of authors, commiasione, and coemittees whfth are sharply critical of the public
educational system of this country. These attacks and criticisms are too numerous
to ignore and, taken ,together, constitute an indictment of traditional educational
practices.

For inetance, the National Education Association's Ce ter for the Study
of Instruction, in its staff report entitled Schocis fa the 70's and seyende A
Call to Action, criticizes the traditional "uniform environment" of most classrooms
by saying that it " "...ultimately bores learners by aiying all instruction at a
nonexistent 'average' student." (Greenleaf, et.al., 1971, p. L9) John Holt sounds
the same chord by bluntly saying that "almost all childten are bored in school."
(Holt 1970, p., 68)

-Postman and Weingartner condemn the 'irrelevant and boring mature of the
e" of schoali in a rather unique way:

The game is called "Let's Pretend,".and if its name were
chiseled into the front of every school bilildiug in America
we would 'at least have an hasest announcement of what takes
place there. The game is based on a leries of pretenses
which include: Let's pretend that you are'not what you are
and that this sort of work makes a difference to your lives;
let's pretend that what bores you isimportant, rgd that the
more you are bored, the more important, it is; let'saeretend
that there are certain things eateepea. must know, and that
'both the, questions and answers about them have -been fixed
for all time; let's pretend that your intellectual competince
can be judged.on the basis of how well you can play Let's
Pretend. (Poatman and,WeIngartner, 1969, p. 49)

Charles Silber*, one of the most widely cited critics, of traditional
American education, says: \

...schools discoUrage students from developing the capacity
learn by and for\themselves; they make it impossible for a
Youngster to take responsibility for his eren education, for they
are structured is such a way as to make students total/y dependent
upoe the teachers. 'Whatever rhetoric they may subscribe to, most
schools in practice define education as eomething teachers do to
or for students, not something students do to and for themselves,
with a teacher's assistance. (Silberman, 1970,. p. 185)

Such criticisms are legion and could be cited endlessly. However, a
more Important concern is the question of how the quality of Ametican,eauchtion.
can be 'improved. An often encountered answer to this question is that educational



systems should be less struntured and tore reaponsive to individual diversity. It

is said that school should heve "less formally structured classrocms in which
the student can develop core or leas unhindered by demanda for conformity," (Averc
etal., 1171-, p. 140)

at

vat'

"Le

A form of the
time in American

1y been termed "B
tershire Plan," a

an atruetured clasaroom" which Is rece v sg much Attention
pecially at the elementary level, is one that hac
h Infant School, "" "open education," "integrated day,"
.,formal classroom.'" (Berth, 1971)

Advocates of this type of instructional organization believe that their
programs will result in children having more positive attitudes toward school.
Beceuse children-s personal interests largely determine the activities in which
they will be involved, they should not perceive school. as boring or irrelevant.
School shpuld be an enjoyable, interesting place where rewarding and "fun"
experiences occur. Further; the warm and trusting environment of the open
classroom uhould assure that children will feel accepted, will not fear undue criticism,
and will be encoureged to Attempt and to succeed in activities they are capable of
performing. School, then, should be perceived as a likeable place, not just a
tolerable place. (Rogers, 1969)

Open, education advocates also say that the children's attitude toward_
themselves, their aelfeconcept, is expected to become more positive for many ,of the
same reasons. The warm, .supportive classroom environment is seen to be especially
important in this regard. Children should quickly learn that they are accepted fox
what they are, not criticized for being other than what they should be. As they
succeed in self-initiated and self-directed activities, they gain a feeling of
confidence. They see .themselves as competent, self-reliant, autonomous individuals
capable of making decisions and exercising responsibilities. In this way, they
develop a realistic and positive self-concept. (Rathbone, l 71)

_

In addition to these affective considerations, the effects of the open
classroom may favorably influence cognitive achievements. Although there is little
emphasis upon rote memory and the learner's ieterests to a great extent dictate
.what is studied, the basic skills and knowledge in reading, ritins, mathematics
and other subject areas are expected to be attained. (Rogers and Cue, 1971)

The ettractiveneas of these claims, combined with the dissatisfaction with
traditional forms of instruction as espoused by its many critics, has led to the
rapid and widespread Implementation of open classroom instructional programs.'
Frank Brunetti, analyzing school architectural trends in 43 states, reports that
more than 50 per cent of the 2,500 schools built in 1967, 1968 and 1969 were of
loped design. (Brunetti, 1971) The State of North Dakota has implemented an ongoing
plan to retrain all of its elementary teachers in open methods. In Pennsylvania
alone, there are more than 40 open space buildings either operating, under construc-
tion, or in the design phases. (Warner, 1972)` Many other schools have adapted or
are adapting open education philosophy and programs to existing buildings with
minor or no renovations.

Uovever,sa,ts often the -case, thin implementation open classroomel
programs has been carried out mainly as a result of ,a "bandwagon" effect, withlittle justification from research. As 'Lillian Katt says:

Reasons for such widespread interest, by now reaching proportions
of a bandwagon are no doubt many and varied...Certainly the general
dissatisfaction with an-called traditional (i.e. formal)



achooling and the reel leg readlneee try anything'
may he worleing behind the groundswell. pooaibly elong-
ate:Wing Angiopbilir coatelbutes to America's receptivity
to Britleh develop:Ante a* vell. Notably, a body of evidence
that open Informal education is effective is at available,
and is not ezong the dany causes_ of the spreading enthuslaRe,
(Katz, 1972, p. 3)

Roland Barth, a leading advocate of ,open education is more specific when
he writes that "Pespite the ease of information accumulating about open etucation,
there is still no rigorous research ,concerning its affect upon the development of
ehildren's thinking, attitudes and behavior as cotpared with the effects associated
with ode traditional forms of education." (Barth, 1010 ppo 117-118) Walberg and
Tbomae agree: "...There has been very little research and evaluation on open
education; aside from testimonials by exponents ard reporters." (Walberg and
Thomal; 1972, 197)

Than, there is a definite need for evidence generated from research
evaluation to support or refute the claims of the proponents of open classroom
education. If this instructional strategy is truly a viable alternatiVe to more
traditional forms of instruction, this viability should be established by means of
objective, empirical evidence derived from scientific research,

The purpose of this atOdy was to compare the effecta of an open classroom
instructional program with the elfects of a traditional Instructional program in two
elementary schools in Manheim Central Scheel District, Lancaster County, ?ennsylvania
during the 1972-73 and 1973-74 sibool years.

ta!`tiaezet o activea

The major objective of the study was to attempt to answer the following
questions:

1. Is there a significant difference between the aelf-concept
of children involved in an open classroom instyuctional
program and those involved in a traditional program?

Is there'a significant difference between the Att
toward Reboot of children involved in en open elaaaroom
instructional program and those involved in a traditional
program?'

Is there a significant difference between the level of
achieveiiar -in basic skills of 'children involved in an
open classroom instructional program and ,those involved
in a traditienal program?

Does teaching in an open classroom eaue
attitudes toward childecenfered petition
education?

in teacher
ices Its,

What is the extent of the Oaegea in-claw:Am environment
and practices ruing from continued experience with the
open classroom?



ed eiteraeure

Although Lillian ate 72) and Nolbere and Thomas (1971) accurately
eharatterieed.the overall reetarch situotien in the arm of open educatioe when they
wrote of a lack of a coherent hedy of renearch evidenie suppottieg ita effectiveteos
the number of report in the literature concerning studies of the effeetiveneaaeef
open education has increaoed eapiOy asp interest in the approach haa increased.
tteuever, a streeg theme of caution Concerning the approatintenesoof-geograLizability
Is express in most of these etudiese Beeeuae of the fie:ability and-hepreciaceesa
of open education erograda amd the "plloeheature of an of the studies, it is
evaphasiztefthat general otatements about the effetta a open mduentien obould tot
he oado.

Though the original impetus for the implementa or of opt education in
tea came from the British experience pith informal etioary Schools, it does

oot'appear the evidence I:I-clear cut superiority in cognitive achievement Is
available for 'these echools. Doveleo Pidgeon, after revievieg relevant EnglAsh
otudiee, flays that '''Birect evidence ofVie: efficieneya the new Blitioh primary
school, eompared udth the morecriditional appreanh to primary-educatiamaie_
currently -in short supply..," Oldgeon, 19M-p.'31) Joseph Featherstone, being
eorespecific about-the &tee eubjeCt, sayethet

...on meaeurable achiefeeeent ineeonveetional tests,
in fermal-clelaes do &lightly better than children iu
classses. Uniformly, the differences are slight. The greatest
are in meehanleal4mittmetic and the least in reading
(Featherstone, 1972, p. 40)

Featherstone goeo on to say that this d Perez eke t

laser000 children have tore etxperiez in to
I claserooes. Furthere,he re

a

,t th
enees tend to "iron out" in later school yea

tan and American studien reported in the literature generally do
eaningful patters of result°. quo of the stodies indicate that
lanai 'or traditioval schoola do better on standatdired achievement

The Ca
not indicate .any
students in corns

pteined by thefacethat
farual tents than these
eome evidence to show that

tests than compor le students itatipenesituetions

- Jack Sackett, for Anne-ace, foond that, conpared on the basis of the Iowa
Tests of Basic Skills, cheldren,in an open space school aqieved significantly lover
than the comparison groups from both a self-contained school and a departmentalised
school. (Sackett, 1971) Howie, L his study of approximately 370 Canadian
children, found that when children from open plan and traditional elementary classes
were compared on the basis of Cates-HaeGinitie Reading net scores during 7th grade,the results indicated thit the open school students attained tour acores than the
students from the more traditional elanees. Surprisingly, however, sawn the same
groups of etude-at; were tented 14 Menthe later, the differeeces mere no longer
evident. tee:Iodic, 1971)- Wee, in an alnoot identical study vith another sample
of 70 students leporeed very nimilar findings. (McRae, 1910)

A Larger num
that there is eesentia
school students. Tue
of 30 olassroome of stu

of the,stedieteconcerning cognitiyeachievement indicate
no .difference in the achievement of traditional and lopen
et.al., report that a emmparative study of achievement

to 16 fro= open schools amd 14 fromeraditional achoole.
in grades 1 through 5 remelted in no discernible pattern of differences. Although
several of the 16 difference comparisons performed using results of Califorrita

4
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0

Achivv ent, Tents revealed si f t difierie
t reaneeeebly be described as prograe effect*.

staedsrdized achievement was uceffected by_ the
eithet Improved nor retarded." CDetWen, et.al.

OVA' iMae
tided that

it was

Here positively, Charlet Zilloughle-reyeet of a ehree-year longitudinal
a icatea that students from schpols ulth opei programs scored significantly'

-cognitive achievement measure than fitutients from trmiltional programstl o1 eAlleugies evenly divided sample of approximately. 270 elementary otuden
:tai; eelected and given a ptetest and yearry posttest fee-three dears. Atthe end of tha second year, the open programettudents had significantly higher nman

scorem in arithmetic reasooiag, arithmetic centeptit arithmetic coepUtacice, readiescomprehension and vocabulary. leillough reports that differencea were meinteined
through the third year of the study. Clilleugh, 1971)

The temelte of these studios arc oacewhat,eontradletery but it appears
-education pregrama Mem not been demonstrated to be either clearly_
or superior to traditional :education progrems in relation to their effects
rens( eoge'*elve achievement. -The present Situation la riced rather
by Frank Stet:: in his A.M.A. paper:

To date, very few large scale endeavore to asaess otudent
achieve font in open education have been completed. Studies
which have been done hsve.not e'er be increased gains over
core traditional prograas ehich Vie hoped for (State, 1974)

Since the claims of the propellents of open educatioa emphealze
ire areas-, a good number of the studies is the iiteritare deal lei
variables. -se

The aelfeteeeept of chi en is one of the primary affective variablesthat open education advocatea eve well be positively affected by participeeion
en instructional proerama. Thus, a good number of the studies is the literature
&tressed the question of Mother involvement in open oducation prowasas result'
roved aelfeconcept.

One of the eariier reports in the literature con eras a comparst ve study
oncept of elemcntary students irit a traditioval seteol and an experimental
1, Purkey, Craves and Zenner administered the deppereeith Self-fare=
to 414 expetirmstal, pupils in gradea 3, 4, 5 and 6 and 525 pupils in thesame gr adea in the traditional school in order to investigate two hypotheatele:

Pupiln-trolled in the experimental achool eiit evidence
greater selfeasteem than pupilo enrolled in the cemparison
school,

AS grade level ire e s p red A
eacee6 between tine t groups enf pepila will increase
(Porkey, craves and 70)

The first hypothesis ions supported at the .001 level of significane,vas alas supported, since differences been the ethoola at each`ge
significant at the ,01 level end the megoieede of differeacesincres

do level Increased. These remits are quite encouragieg, although theft
aomeWhat _weakened by the "_5-tatit group" nature-of tha 'design. Althoaghma to re make a etroog eeee for Or equivelency of the- two schnois to relation



each matehieg in generally suspeet.

finde support.for the coutention that open education
pr ran will have 4 tore positive affect upon children's self-concept than
traditional programs., In a comparlpon of 216 elementary atudento, approximately('
evenly divided between a traditional echool and an openschool, on the betas of-
ecoreseon the Self- Social Symbol Tasks and the-Childrees Self-Sociel Constructs
Teet, he found that_during the course of a year the open echool group had expe ie ced
toe ape in aelf-entaem while the traditional group obeyed a nli ht
inetegartner.1972)

wileon, Stuckey sn4 'Angevin conducted a a which fUreher supporta the
effectiveness of on education programs. They e It grade 5 and 6 pupils
in rvo open echoelo with S grade-3 and 6 pupil 1 -,o tradditional schools on the
baola of a semantic differential questionnaire nitu the fo owing six'conceptst
beoke; leernieg, reacher, I, school, and school last year. The reaulto of their
analysie led the to conclude that "the restate generally confirm the claims that-
olio in open plan schoole have better attitudes toward echool and toward r-
themseleee," Ceileon SteckeY and langovin 19'2, p. 117)

/*1* atudien it the relationship of open education and pupil
have not been no euppotcive of the cleleo for open education as thooe
Kohler, (1973) on the basis of the Sear's Self-Concept Inventory,

Oildren from 9 to 12 years old from three open schools with that of
to the same agegeoups from three traditional echoola. He elms
relate the degree of opennesa of the schools, as mmasurea by the
a scale deecribed watt herein, to the variable of self-concept.
irelicated that there wee'no difference between the tielf-concept of
be twe types of_acheols on the tote score or aey,of the five subscale
her. ne foune oe oignificaot cerrelation between degree of openness. and

Ot,

eelf-conecpt

etted above,

cempared 126
156 children
attempted to
Walberg-Then
Hie fled
atediati-

esores,
Exit -eons c

elao report fled
eeepa, After
tell from the two ac

4o trotment school weld
POt eemeaotratede"
the Iteitntions of their

once between the.self- concept

a of the Gordon a How I
ncluded,that "the idea
In eeif-concept.,..was

rongly eephasize, hevever
maple size of V.

ed West. 1972, p. U)) They 8
y, the primary one being a

p
sfieetiee ob tive
ieerning eitoattee 14
Oenentary childree
et eherutfve strucruee
towed actee sheuld be
freeremfe The etudi

childrente attitude toward school is elao a major
to education advocates, tante enjoyment in school and the

to be the primary motivational factor rich influencer
y, given the comparative freedom of choice and lack
programa, it would appear the children's attitudes
ely affected by it in open instruct/one'
iterature lend rapport to this impression.

etudy reported by Willea . Stuckey and Lange-eta, described in detail
earlier, 1 tes that neeteperimental, open echeol children responded to the
neeantic diiierenttal concept "echoer more positively than the traditional atudents
An the eutbore say, "To all cases, the attitude of the open plan pupils was more
eeeitive than the coetrols. School is care active, potent, and likeable." (Wilson,
etuckee and taesevin, 1972, p. 117) The study by Tuckman, et.al., also described
earlier, teportod eimilar-findinea concerning attitude toward set +l. The
emparipons made between open and tradition 1. pupils indicated that, an measured by
the School Sentimeet Index, the open clasar000 c.ndente bad more positive attitudes



ward school. This differ s try note ire both the primary
(ruckman, 1973)

ed sties.

A study perfornedin Ontario, Canada also supports the contention that
there_is-aetrong relationship between open programa and positive attitudes toward
school. Otaiiiin County Board of Educe%ion, 1969) Observational techniques and
adminiatration of questionnaires in both an open and a traditional school fed ko
the conclusion that the attitude toward school of the open school students was\more
positive than that of the traditional school students. Interestingly, it was also
reported that school attendance was higher in the open school group. This was seen
as an unobtrusive reflection of a more positive attitude toward school.

As has been steted, the literature concerning the effects on children of
open education programs does not provide conclusive evidence concerning either its
success or failure. HoweVer;two rather'strong impressions emerge frem a review
of such literature. 'First, it appears tenable to say at this point in time that
there is little evidence to indicate that there are seriously negative effects which
can be attributed to openinstructional programs. Given the relative recenhy of
the Implementation of most open programs, this situation is encouraging.

1 The second strong impression gained from a reView of the literature on open
education' is that there_ is a definite nee.. -v more studies in this area. Overall,
the, literature indicates that a determination of the comparative effectiveness of_
open education programs has not been made and there is an often-stated desire for
more research to make such a determination possible.
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CHAPTER LI

PROCEDURES

Included in this chapter are six sections. The first section-describes
the ciaracteristice of the sample involved in the study. The second considers thedesign of the study. The third major section describes the instructional programsused'in the comparison and experimental schools, with emphasis 'upon the open
-classroOm program. The next section presents descriptions of the instruments used .in the study, with reliability and validity information emphasized. Finally,
procedures utilized in data gathering and statistical Analysis are preseqted In the
last two sections of the chapter.

The study was conducted in Manheim CentralSchool DistrictoLatcasterCounty, Pennsylvania, and-involved two similar elementary schools. Sporting Hill
Elementary Sthool was the experimental school, having been remodeled during thof 1972 to facilitate the implementation of an Open classroom instructional ogram.White Oak Elementary School was the comparison school. The two schools, in terms
of physical plant, are very similar since hot were built from the same set of
aichltecturAI plans approximately 20 years a BothI schools have-six regular

.

teachers, one teacher's aide and approximate 150 students in grades 1 to 6. Bothserve rural eopulations living ,on farms or irk very small towns.

A mafor dissimilarity between the wo schools in the study which should
be pointed out is that during the 1972-73 year Sporting Hill, the open clissroom
school,'had six student teachers in the fall semester'and another six in the spring
semester from Millersville. State College. During the 1973-74 year, Spbrting Hillhad fOur student teachers in the first semester and two dicing the second. WhiteOak, on thvother hand, did not have any student teachers during either of theseyears. V

Deal a

The design -used in the study was a modification of the Nonequiva41
Control Group Design as described by Stanley and CaMpbell.' (1966, pp. 47-50)
Because orthe usual administrative constraints, neither random assignment of
sits:leas to-treatments nor random assignment of school to treatment was,possible.

However, except far the designed openness of the experimental school,
the two schools are quite similar in terms of physical plant, number of grades,
classea' er grade and experience of teachers. Because both are neighborhood schoolsdrawing- pitsils from very similar types of families and residential areas, it is
believed t that there was no inherent bias in terms of socioeconomic status pr abilitylevel of stUdents. Thus, except for the type of instructional program, the
experimental'and comparison students were felt to be equisialent. Accordingly, thestatistical unit of measurement used was the individual student scores. The designof the analysis\used in the study erally may be pictured as follows, where 0is observations or measurements and X a experimental treatments.

,MA 1972 May 1974
,0 X 0

0
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Treatments

Comparison Treatment, The compariaon treatment was basically a typical self-
contained classroom type of instructional program with designated time periods for
the'normal subject matter areas.

erimeh Treatment. The experimental treatment was an open, classroom
instructional program red on a model designed and implemented by the personnel
of the Edimational Development Center at Millersville State College, Millbraville,
Pennsylvania. This method of open classroom instruction emphasizes the following
components (as described in the brochure distributed by Millersville State College):

a. Team Teaching

Team teaching is planning, working and evaluating together in
order to provide the best possittle learning experience for
youngsters. Planning and evaluating are the key factors of
team teaching. Without these elements, team teaching cannot
fuiction effectively. -Teachers must freely communicate
with each member of the teame Teams should be designed so that
the strengths mei intereat_of each team member are-used totheir
greatest potential.

Individualization

Individualization means teaching a child at his present level of
achieveeent. It can mean instruction to a large group, instruction
to a amalltroup, and in some instapcep a one-to-one situation.
Individualized instruction means humaitining, personalizing, and
caring for each child as a human being. It means recognizing and
building on each aild'a capabilities and limitations, It means
making each child feel he is important and has something to
contribute,

c. Nongradedness
.

kNongradedneas eliminates the traditional labels oflst grade, 2nd
grade, etc. Children move through the various basic skills without
the constratnts of grade leve14. ach shield can move at his own rate
without the constant fear of failure. This is made possible through
revised grouping procedures. Multiaged groups-ere developed at the
primary aod intermediate levels. This type of grouping allows for
interaction between children of different ages and'abilities--
interaction that knocks down the barriers that normally separate our
children--barriers that allow a child to ,get same perspective of his,
growth and developmerit in relation to other-people.

d. Continuous Progress
This system of curricular organization places a child in a level'
that reflects his educational development through a sequence of
learning skills. Each child's plicemdnt is dAteimined through the
use of diagnostic tests and instruments, and cOhtrolied by a
record keeping system. The major emphasis of-woch a system` is
flexibility.

e. Unified Media
Unified media: is an integral part of the program in which
instructional and other services related to print, nonprint:
au o-visual media, manipulative devices, and ''hands on"

9



activities and materials are administeired in a single, unified
program.

A typical learning day was as follows,

7:50 -'8:15 Opening_ Exercises.

The opening exercises of the school day usually find all the children
in their home base. At this time lunch count is taken, beginning exerciseiare
conducted, the daily schedule is discussed and special activities are arranged.
Occasionally, when a child or group of children have completed a major .prqjeot at

they wish to share with the other children, the complete unit (primary or intermediate)
will come together to observe. Generally, though, this time of day is used as a sort
of launching pad from which the day's activities flow.

8:15 - 9:45 Langgsge Arts

' During this time block, such areas as spelling, creative writing, speaking,-
dramatics, English and reading are covered. Within each unit the group is determined
by evaluation of the child's progress And may, and often does, cut across grade levels,
(1, 2:3 for the primary unit and 4, 5, 6 for the` intermediate). Here children might
be taught by large group instruction for a new skill, small group instruction for a
review of a previously taught skill, or by themselves on individually-prescribed
tasks. During this block of time, children work and progress at their own rates.
The child,is constantly being reevaluated in all the language arts areas and
reassigned to different groups and teachers depending on his progress. The Major
emphasis at all times is upon individualization of instruction based on each(,.
child's unique set of abilities and needs.

9:45 - 10:45 Math

Again, the children's groupings and assignments to teachers are base&
upon their level of achievement rather than upon age or grade level. The beginning
of class will find the teacher,and children making plans for math that day. Problems
are exchanged for later solutions. There might be instruction to the whole group on
a new concept. Times may be posted for small group meetings. And, those children
who are capable of working on their own are allowed to go their own way.

11:00 - 12:00 Lunch

The lune), hour is an integral part of the day, in that it allows time for
children to' romp freely, exercise with games organized and decided upon by the
children and teacher, and pursue interests initiated in the classroom that the children
might otherwise not find time for during the regular school day.

12:00 - 2:15 Social Studies andicktast

The social studies-science block of time in the afternoon provides a great
many oppottonities for the children and teacher to,discuss, develop and explore the
tremendous variety of interests of the children. Learning centers, work packets,
committee work and individual research work are a few facets of the, learning process
that can be seen here.

Large groups are gathered for instruction in a concept new to most of the
children. Small groups are organized for review work, setting new courses, for
evaluation of progress, ,etc. And, as,always, the individual child can be seen



pursuing his or her own interests at his or her own rate of speed. The teacher,
in this setting, becomes a consultant, a helper, a guide, a diagnosticianfacilitator
of learning.

*
\ '

.A ko elementin the Sportingjiill Elementary School instructional program
is the system otindividUal contracts betweeA teacher and child. This system, used
in varying degrees in all the subject areas, is seen as a major way of individualizing
instruction and allowing the learner to.initiate, guide and be responsible for his orher own activities.

1
s k:

Under the cottract system, children confer individually with their teachers
and agree to master within a given petiod of time a certain skill or perform a certain
amount of work, such*as preparing and giving a report, understanding a scientific
concept; solving a crtain number of math problems, or read a book. Each of the
six.regular teachers in the school are responsible for work out contracts with
approximately 25 children.; Each teacher is responsible to make certain that each

depending upon the nature of the child, vary i/3

child covers certai subject areas such as reading, math and science. These contracts,
i complexity and tie and an be asShort as two or three hours ores long as two weeks. Within certain limits,

.\delermiaed by the/teacher's assessment of the child's need, the individual learner
can decide the type of contract he or she will enter into, thus exetaising some
influence aver his, or her own activities.

Instrumentation
, -

,
,

, *
\\Self- Concept. Asiessment of the comparative effects of,the instructional pro-

grams upon the self-concept of children was accomplished by the administration of
the Pictorial Self-Concept Scale ('grades 1 through 4) and the Piers-Harris Children's
Self-Concept Seale (grades 5 and 6). Both insttuments were based upon the theoretical
definition of self- concept proposed by Jersild. (1952) ,

The Pictorial Self-Concept Scale developed by Bolea, Felker and.Barnes
(1971).consists of 50 cartoon-like picture cards (Appendix A-1). The subjects sort
the cards into one of three piles (distinguished by three larger, differently
colored background sheets), according to whether the figure designated by a star is
like him, sometimes like him, or not like him at all. Cards on which the central
figure is a female are used with girls and cards on which the central figure is a
male.are used -with boys. A split-half reliability of .85 with 1,813 subjects is
reported by the developers. In addition, they cite six studies which provide
evidence of the validity of the instrument, one of which'is a correlation between
scores on their instrument and the Piers-Harris instrument (r a .42, N a 63
elementary pupils,'significant at less than .01 level).

The Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale (Appendix, A-2) was found
to evidence internal consistency reliability, both split-half and a K -R 21, of .90
with two separate administrations to 6th grade pupils and one administration to 3rd
grade pupils. Test-retest reliability after four months for pupiIrin grades 3, 5and6 was reported tabe .71 or higher. Five studies which support the validity of
the instrument are reported in the test manual. (Piers and Harris, 1969)

In addition to these'two instruments, two of the items on the parent
questionnaire administered in May of 1974 (Appendix D-2) to the parents of the open
classroom school asked for the parents' perception of their child's self-concept.
The responses to these items were used in the assessment of this variable.

Attitude Toward School. Assessment of the comparative effects of the programs

ii
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upon.the children's attitudes, toward school was accomplished by the administration
of the "Faces" test ( Appendix A -3), ah attitude inventory developed by personnel
in the Division of Research of the Pennsylvania Department of Education and
Millersville State College to evaluate the 1971 and 1972 "Summer Happenings."
(Anttonen, 1972)

BaSed on afactor analysis of findings gathered with a longer form of the
instrument during the 1971 "Summer Happening" by George Brehman, Division of
Research, Bureau of Information Systems, PDE, the "Faces" instrument yields a total
score and scores on three faccors: (1) attitude toward school climate, (2) attitude
toward independent study and (3) attitude toward school learning. Urehman, 1972)
Analysis of the instrument based on the June 1972 pretest of 256 students shows an
internal consistency reliability (coefficient alpha) of .82 for the total score.
Analysis for'the same sample show's coefficient alpha reliabilities for the factors
of: (1) attitude toward school climate--.80, (2) attitude toward independent study

and (3) attitude.toward school learning--.66. Both total scores and factor
scores are included in the statistical analysis.

In addition to the "Faces" instrument, two other measures of attitude
toward school were used. The first of these was a record of dayaof sttendapce,
with the expectation that more positive.attitudes toward school would be reflected
in a lower rate of absence.

In addition, during January 1973 the studepta at Sportiag Hill School
and their parents were requested to complete questionnaires (Appendix D-1) with
queries concerning their feelings about the open classroom school. Further, a
second parent questionnaire (Appendix D-2) was administered during May of 1974.
The responses to these questionnaires were seen as being reflective of attitude
toward school:

., .

Academic Achievement. The Stanford Achievement Test battery was used to
assess the comparative attainment of basic skills. Split-half reliabilities for
the aubtests intluded in the battery for grades 1 through 6 are all .71 or higher
with most of them being above .85.

Teacher attitudes. Teacher attitudes were measured by Lindgren and Fatton's
"Opinionnaire on Attitudes Toward Education." (Shaw and Wright, 1967) Essentially,
the instrument measures teacher attitudes toward the desirability of using
authoritarian methods and the desirability of subject-matter-centeredness versus
learner or child - centeredness. A corrected split-half reliability of .82 has been
reported for the questionnaire (Appendix A-4), along with four studies supporting
its validity.

.

\. ,

The major reason for the use of this instrument was to attempt to discover
any change in teacher attitudes which mig 't be produced as a result of their-;involvement in the program. It would app r that their perception of the value
and success of the innovative program woul be reflected in their responses to the
questionnaires, thus providing further evidence for determining its effectiveness:

Classroom environment and ractiees. Assessment of this area was accomplished
through use of an observation gating scale (Appendix A-5) developed by the
Educational Development Center, Inc., Newton, Massachusetts. (Walberg and Thomas,
1972) Originally created for use as a research tool, the instrument has shown that
it can reliably discriminate between "traditional" and "ripen" c1aseroomw.

The most appropriate use of the instrument, according to its deyelopers,

121.9



is as a survey instrument In a school system which is beginning to experiment with
open education. It is suggested that the instrument be used to gather baseline
data against which future data collected with the instrument can be compared. This
suggestion was adhered to and in this way the changes in classroom practices and
environment in both schools were assessed.

A farther use of the instrument was to determine if there was a difference
in the degree of "openness" between the classroom environment and practices of the
open classroom school and those of the traditional school.-

Data Catherine Procedures

Pretests on the "Faces" inventory and the self-concept instruments were
administered during the latter part of May and the first watk of June 1972. The
"Faces" inventory was administered in late May by district personnel for their own
evaluation purpbses, so rather than duplicate the testing,. the results cf their
administration were used in this study.

The self-concept instrument for grades 1 through 4 (Pictorial Self-,
Concept Scale) was' administered to all the pupils in the study by the principal
investigator. In all cases, administration took place in the normal classroom
environment with the regular classroom teacher assisting the principal investigator.

The self-concept instrument for grades 5 and 6 (Piers-Harrii Self-Concept
Scale) was administered to their classes by the regular classroom teachers. The pre-

, test administration of both these instruments took place during the morning of June 5,
1972 in the comparison school and the morning of June 6 in the experimental school.

The teacher attitude opin3,onnaires were given at the time of the self-
concept testing to the principals of the two schools in stamped, addressed envelopes
for,distribution to the teachers who completed and mailed them to the investigator.

The IQ scores on the Otis- Lennon Mantel Ability which were used as the
covariate in the achievement segment of the analysis for grades-2 through 6 were
available in the district files. In cases where more than one score was available,
the score received on the most recent administration was used.

The posttest administration of the "Faces" inventory and the two self-
concept instruments followed essentially the same procedures as those used during
pretesting. The only major difference was that formal written directions for
administration and sample items were prepared and used with the "Faces" inventory,
which were administered by the individual classroometeachers. These were administered
during,the week of May 20-24, 1974. The two self-concept instruments were
administered in the same manner by the same people who had done the pretesting, with
the experimental school tested during the morning of May 22, 1974 a the comparison
school during the morning of May 23, 1974.

Once again, the teacher attitude questionnaires were given to the two
principals for distribution and were later completed and,mailed by the individual
teachers to the investigator.

The Stanford Achievement Test was administered by the individual classroom
teachers during, the week of May 6-10, 1974. They were asked to adhere to the
suggestions given in the manual of administration directions prepared by the test
published. All die teachers involved in the study had prior experience in the
administration of achievement test batteries.

Wal
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The classroom observation data used to assess the comparative degyee of
openness of the two instructional programs was collected at periodic intervals
throughout the two school years. During the first year, the first observation was
performed, approximately* month after the start of the schoiol year and the remaining
five at approximately six-week intervals thereafter. During the second year, eight
sets of observations were performed at approximately equal intervals. Thus for each
classroom in the two schools, there was a series of 14 observatioris.

Although the openness of the *rang Hill building did not allow the
clear cut delineation of classroom groups that was provided by the self-contained
classroom arrangement of the White Oak building, it was possible during each of the
14 observation days to observe each twher in the experimental school interacting
with a class-sized group. It was in tin type of situation that the observation

..,__rating scales were completed.
, se t.4The attendance data used as a measure of attitude toward school were secured

from the district's official attendance registers for the 1971-72 and the 1973-74
school years. The parent aa pupil questionnaire data were taken from questionnaires
administered by district personnel during January 1973 and May 1974. ..

Statistical Analysis

The basic statistical method used to compare the first year results of the
two programs was analysis of covariance. For the "Faces" inventory of attitude
toward school and the two self-concept instruments, the scprea on the pretests
administered in June 1972 were used as cov,,riates of the scores on the same instruments
administered as posttests in May11974. Since it was not possible to admir'eter the
Stanford Achievement Test in June of 1972, IQ scores on the Otis-Lennon Mental Ability
Test were used as a covariate on the scores of`the Stanford Achievement Tests
administered in May of 1974. Otis - Lennon IQ scores for nearly all the students in
the sample were available in the diitricts files. The days of attendance data used
as covariate and criterion were secured from the district's dfficial attendance'
registers.

In order to increase the accu;acy-of the covariance analyses performed, a
technique suggested by Andrew Porter (197i pb. 17-20) Was utilized,. This technique
in Porter's words, "substitutes an estimated true score col/triable for the observed
fallibly measured covariable and then employs classical ANCOVA procedureq." (Porter
p. 17) Essentially, the procedure requires,that individual covariate scores be
adjusted on the basis of thexeliability of the cpvariate instrument by use of .the
following formula:

A

Tij x.i + p.*(xij ij)

where A

Tij is the "true score"

X 4 is the mean of the covariateJ

pxx is reliability of the covariate

Itij is an observed score



The following example will illustrate the use of the technique. If the
reliability of a covariate is .90, the group mean is 100 and'a pupil receiveT an
observed score of 85 on the covariate,, then his "true score" would be derived as
follows:

1

A

Ti 100

A

Tij # 100

A

Tii 100

+ .90

+ .90

- 13.5

(85

(-15

100)

A

Tfj a 86.5

The effect.of this procedure ia to bring the extreme scores in a group
'closer to the mean of the group,, thereby ;educing the variability of the group's.
scores. Consequently, it is more difficult to obtain a spurious significant
difference when the covariance analysis is performed. In this study, all covariate
scores, with the exception of days of attendance, where the adjustment was not
relevant, were adjusted by the use of the above described procedure.

,

Where-possible, the andlyses of covariance were performed in factorial
designs using experimental treatment and grade,leael as the factors involved. There
were several reasons for this, the major.one being economy. With subscale as well as
total scores-being eealyzed, the number of separate analyses would have been well
over 100 had individual aubscale by grade level analyses been performed. Further,
had this large number of independent comparisons been performed, -it is possible.that
several would have beensignificant by chance alone, thus complicating interpretation
of results. In addition, the information gained concerning grade level differences,
although secondary to the primary comparison involved in the treatment factor, i.e.,
open classroom program vs. traditional program, Is felt to be of value. Finally, it
is possible, by using this design, to assess the statistical significance of the
interaction of grade level and treatment program, further inforaation felt to be of
value.

The self-concept segment of the statistical analysis was performed by using
a 2 x 2 factorial for grades 5 and 6. Since there was no pretest available for grade
1, a simple analysis of variance was used to compare the posttests of the two groups

- at that level.-

The analysis for theygrades 1-4 consisted only of a,total score comparison
between the two treatments since the Pictorial Self-Concept S61e yields only a single,
overall score. The analysid fof grades 5 and 6 included comparison of six subscale _

scores as well as a. total score.

The attitude toward schodl segment of the statistical analysis involved the
comparison of two measures, the primary one being the "Faces" inventory. The analysis

. of this instrument was performed using a 2 x 4 factorial design with grades 3 to 6
included.

Again, there was no pretest data for grade 1, so a simple ANOVA on the
posttests was performed at that grade level. The grade 2 analysis was completed with

-'a one-way analysis of covariance. For some reason, possibly a testin4 anomaly or alack of understanding on the students.' part, the internal consistency reliability of
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the "Faces" inventory obtained in the 1972 pretest with these groups was unsatisfactoryeacet ,the administration of the instrument could not validly-be used as a
covariate. Thus, data obtained in a May 1973 testing with the "Faces" inventory
was need as a eovariate in the anlysiS of this grade's data.

The aaalysiseA the "Faces" instrument for all grades involved comparisons
of three subscale scores and a total score.

The second measure which-,was involved in the attitude toward school ent
of the statistical analysis was daps of attendance. Here again, grade I was eaalyzed
separately via a one-way analysis of covariance. Since only,ane-year data were
available for this grade and two-year data were available for the other five grades,
it was felt that it should be analyzed indepeddently of that for the other grades,
which were analyzed in two factorials, a 2 x 2 for grades 2 and 3 and a 2 ee. 3 for
grades 4-6.

In the academic achievement segment of the data analysis, factorinl analyses
were not performed. Because -ride 'level'scores on the Stanford Achievement Teats
were used as criterion mease.ee but were not available for use as the covariate,
IQ sbbres were used. This resulted in a situation where the IQ scores
for all six grades were expressed on an identical scale, but the criterion grade
level scores were expressed on a different scale for each of the six grades. This
meant that different grade levels could not be included in a factorial analysis of
'covariance without a transformation of either the 19 or -grade level scores td'alaew
for an accurate computation of the corrdlation between the covariate and'criterion
measures.

Such a transformation was felt to be impractical, so the achievement data,
with the exception of lst_grade, was analyzed on a. grade- by-grade basis with
analysis of covariance, ,Because IQ scores were not available for the let grade
pupils in the study, the 1st grade analysis consisted of simple analyses of variance
of the scores on the Stanford Achievement Tests.

In 1st grade, the results on t00 six subacales of the Primary I Battery
were analyzed, in 2nd and 3rd grades the results of the seven subacales in the
Primary II Battery,were analyzed, in 4th grade the results of the eight subscales
in the-Intermediate I Partial Battery were*analyzed and in 5th aid 6th'grades the
results of the seven subscales in the Intermediate II Partial Battery were compared.

Problems caused by a resignation and transfer of teachers required that
some adjustments be made in the original plan for the analysis of the teacher
%attitudinal data. During the first year of the study, both the experimental and
comparison schools lost one teacher. During the second year of the study, the
experimental school lost another and the comparison school lost two more, so that
at the end of the second year of tha study, the experimental school :lad four of the
six original teachers while the comparison school had only three of six. Because of
this situation, it was felt best to limit the statistical analysis to that teacher
attitudinal data gathered during the first year of the study. This data included
pretests completed in June 1972 and first-year posttests completed in May 1973.

%

This first-year data were analyzed in two ways. First, an analysis of
variance was performed on the experimental teachers' scores from pre-' to post- to
determine if there had been a change in their attitudes during the course of the
year. Second, an analysis of covariance was performed to compare the attitudes of
the teacaers in the experimental school with those of the teachers in the comparison
school.

16
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Teacher-attitudinal data gathered-at the end of the second year of the
study was used for basically descriptive purposes.

The classroom-observation 4ata wss analyzed in two ways. First, a
repeated measures analysis of variance was performed on the results for each of the
schools separately in order to determine if the degree of openness of their
instructional programs changed during the course of the study. Second, the means
of the 14 observations for each of .the individual classrooms wit't computed andused in an analysis of variance to determine if there was a significant difference
in thedegree of openness of the instructional prograps of the two schools.

fi
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RESULTS

The format of this chapter is arranged so, that the topics of discussion

are in the same order as the questions to be addroased in the (midi are listed on

page 3. Because of the large.number of agiarate analyses performed, the

analysis of variance and covariance source tables are not included in the text.

They are shown in Appendix B.

A. ..elf-Concept

1. Grade 1
Table 1 shows the aummary infortiation fir tie May 1974 administration of the

Pictorial Self-Concept,Scale. As the P -ratio included'in the table indicates

the analysif of variance revealbd no difference between the two groups.

TABLE 1
SUMMAR lusTA FOR PICTORIAL

-CONCEPT SCALE
GRADE 1

open'
Classroom
School

Traditional-
School

Number of Subi'ecis 17 24

Mean 62,52 63.22 .

Standard Deviation 5.80 6.36

F-Ratio 0.13

Grades 2-4

A00......0

TABLE 2

STAMM' DATA FOR PICTORIAL S F
-GRADES 2-4

S

Grade

Number
of,
Sub ecta

Pretest
Mean

Pretest
Standard
Dev iation

Peattest`'
Mean

Posttest
Standard
Deviation

Adjusted
Pon'ttest

Mean

OPEN CLASSROOM SMOUL
2 9- 58.72 9.67 64.41 6.74 63.64

3 14 63.63 . 4.79 65.30 10.45 65.23

4 21 67.02 5.32 61.61 12.06 62.02

L

2 18 59.69 6 63,32 11.50 62.69

3 . 16 65.68 6.30 64.46 )1.99 64.67

4 22 67.77 2.34 66.00 4.15 L6.52

F-Test
Tregtment (Open Vat Traditional)
Grade (2 vs.. 3 vs. 4)
Treatment x Grade

F-Ratio
0.16
0.11

0.83
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Table try Judea the memory inform:at

administrations of-the.Pictorial Self
generated by the anolyals,ofcovar

Aa is evident,

open claastoOm
grades, and no

3 Grades 5 aad 6

qtr

ion for Or pre- posttest

-Concept Scale a the P-.ran wa

lance.

ho analysis sh no significant dliferente bet4een the
and traditional tranent groups or among 2nd, ..ird and 4t'
significant interaction betwen treatMent and grade ieveL

SUMMARY DATA FOR TOTAL S
TABLE 3

CURE OF PIERS-HAMS SELP-CONt7P7 SCALE
ORADES'5-6

crade Sub- seta

Pretest
Pretest : Standard Poet*M
ean 1rrintion Mean

foot tee t
Standard
Dew rum

Adlun
Poeftest,
Moan

unaLsamomon246214 -*,
5108 11.79 61.445 18 12,37 62.73

6 , 25 58.96 10.25 61.12 859 59.49

T/ORAL
5 7,3 0.6 58.57 57.94.,
6 25 54.28 12.94 53.72 55.00

-Tea F4atio
Open va. Tredillonal 6i05*

vs. 6) 2'469

Grade 0.01

Table-3

and poa

05

int'ludes the .wry for tiara of the total score for the pre

treats administrations of the Pie ram Tin Self-Concept Seale.

The results die the totatecore finalysis show that the trentoent co0Parison,

open classroom prograp vs. traditional program, there was h difference
favoring the open claescoom program WhAch was statistically significant
beyond the .05 level. Neither he interaction nor-grade level ennlyage

-ahoweesignificant differences.

Examination_of the pre- and posttest MC40/1 ti that the t traditional
,dnps received essentially the WAG mean scot b on the pre- and posttest

adminigtvations while the two open claesroom groups, particularly .the= $tt4,
grade group, showed a poaitive gain over the two-year period between the
pre- and posttest administrations.

Tables 4* through 9 liet for the site nubs lea of the Piers
Concept Scale the summary information pf t
admInistrations,

pre- and posttest



SIIMIttRY DATA FOR
tp

S FLERS41ARRIS SELF-CONCEPT SCALE

MD/TM/AL SCHOOL
21 15,43 2.33 . 15.48 2.63 15.39
25 A14.64 ''3.25 , 14.80 3.06 15.08

F-Test P-Ratio
Treatment en vs. Traditional) 1.13
Grade (5 va. 6) 3.22
Treatment x Grade 1.36

TABLE 5

ItitetAltT DATA FOR ")unlaucTuAL AND SCUOOL STATUS

MESCALS OF PTERS1ARRTISELF-008 011PT SCALE
GRADES 5-6

Number
of.

Su.Wctg

test Adjust
Standard Posttest
aviation Mean

5

6 25 11.92
40 13.06

2.89 12.72

TONAL SCHOOL

3.56
3.47

3.27
4.23

13.67
12.74

12.82
10.65

11.09
1 0 84

2.98 12.35
2.98 10.04

F-T
eat (Open vs. Traditional)
5 era. 6)

cart x Grade

20

F-Ratio
4,44*
4.95*
0:79



TABLE 6
SUMMAPY DATA gOR "PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AND ATTRIBUTES"

SUBSCALE OF PIERS-HARRIS SELF-CONCEPT SCALE
GRADES 5-6

etest
Pretest Standard

Grade Sub ects Mead Devisti
OPEN CLAS

Posttest
ea

osttest 1 just
Standard Posttest
Deviation Mean

5 18 6.50 1.52 8.39 2.55 8.30
6 25 6.92 1.98 8.12 2.67 7.78

Iomm. scoot
5 23 6.30 2.23 7.44 2.68 7.46
6 25 5.68 2.97 5.80 3.71 6.19

F-Test

Treatment (ppen vs. Trad
Grade (5 va.
Treatment x Grade

' F-Ratio
4.58*
2.54
0.44.

S cant beyond .05 leve

TABLE_7
SUMARY DATA FOR "ANXIETY" SUBSCALE
OF PIERS-HARRIS SELF-CONCEPT SCALI

GRADES 5-6

f oz

Grade Sul ec

e e
Pretest Standard
ean. D iatio

0

Poattest
Mean

SCHOOL

Postteat Adjusted
Standard Posttest

vi ttion Mean

5 18 8.78 1.26 9.50 2.36 9.64
6 425 9.64 1.63 10.08 1.87 9.68

ITIONAL SCHOOL
5 23 8.91 2.07 8.87 2.36 E93
6 25 8.60 , 2.00 8.48 2.55 8.73

F-Test
Treatment (Open vs. Tr
Grade (5 vs.- 6)

Treats ent x Grade

0
F -Ratio

3.77
0.03
0.07

21



TABLE 8
SUMMARY DATA FOR "POPULARITY" SUBSCAItE
OF PIERS-HAMS SELF-CONCEPT SCALE

GRADES 5-6

Nunber,

of

Grade Subtects
Pretest
Mean

Pretest
Standard
Devihtion

Pattest
Mean

Posttest

Standard
Deviation

Adjusted
Poktest--
Mean

OPEN CLASSROOM SCHOOL
5 18 6.72 2.56 '8.11 3.56 8.47
6 25 8.32 2.46 8.44 2.06 7.92

TRADITIONAL SCHOOL
5 23 7.30 1.92 8.09 3.07 8.13
6 25 6.96 3.02 6.60 3.54 6.83

F-Test
Treatment (Open vs. Traditional)
Grade (5 vs, 6)
Treatunt x Grade

F-Ratio
1.50
2.43

0.40

TABLE 9
SUMMARY DATA FOR uliAptrmsss AND SATISFACTION"
SUBSCALE OF PIERS-HARRIS SELF-CONCEPT SCALE

GRADES 5-6

Number Pretest
of Pretest Standard Ponttest

Grade Sub ects Mean Deviation Mean

Posttest' Adjul3ted

Standard Posttest
Deviation Mean

OPEN CLASSROOM scum
18 7.11 1.02 7.06 2.10 7.24
25 7.48 1.01 7.88 1.27 7.76

TRADITIONAL SCHOOL
5 23 7.83 1.19 7.52 1.59 7.12
6 25 6.88 1.88 6.88 2.35 7.24

F-Test

Treatment (Open vs.
Grade (5 vs. 6)
Treatment k Grade

Traditional)
F-Ratio

0.93
0.98

0.39

22

9



Examination of the results of the subscale analyses indicate that there was
a significant treatment difference on two subscales, "Intellectual and
School Status" and 'Physical Appearance and Attributes," and both favored
the open classroom program. ,Further, the grade level difference on the
"Intellectual and School Status" was significant, with the grade 5 groups
scoring higher than the grade 6groups.

The responses to the two items on the May 1974, parent questionnaire
concerning aspects of self-concept were essentially noncommital, since
the majority of parents used the "undecided" category. In response to
the statement, 'My child's self-image (how he feels about himself) has,
improved because of the 'open classroom' school," 51 per cent of the
parents staid they were "undecided," while 38 per cent said "yes" and
11 per cent said "no." In response to the statement, "Because of the
'open classroom' school, I notice that my child has more self-control,
now than before,"-49 per cent of the perents,aaid they were "undecided"
while 27 per cent said "yes" and 24 pei:. cent said "no."

B. Attitude Toward School
1. Faces Inventory

a.. Grade 1

Table 10 presents the summary information for the. May 1974 admil4stration
of the "Faces" inventory in grade 1.

TABLE 10
SUMMARY DATA FOR ANALYSIS OF "FACES" INVENTORY

GRADE 1-

Total Score

"School
Learning"
"Subacale

"Independent

Study"
Subscale 4.1

"School

Climate"
Subscale

...

Open Open Open , Open
Class- Tradi- Class- Tradi- Class- Tradi- Class- Tradi-
room tional room tional room tional room tional
School School -School School School Sc ool School School

'-'

Number of 19 25 19 25 19- 25 19 25
Subjects
Mean _44.78 48.00 18.53 17.20 9.95 12.60 16.84 18.20
Standard 7.04 5.90 5.47 '3.45 2.32 1.73 2.77 2.31
Deviation
F-Ratio 2.70 0.97 18.88** ,3.14

** Significant beyond .01 level

Ot the four analyses completed, only one showed,a statistically
significant difference. The differences.on the "Independent Study"
subscale, favored the traditional program students. ,

b. Grade 2

Table 11 shows the summary information for the pre- and posttest
administration of the "Faces" inventory and the F-ratios produced in
the analysis of covariance.

I.



TABLE 11
SUMMARY DATA FOR ANALYSIS OF "FACES" INVENTORY

GRADE 2

School "Independent "School
Learning" , Study" - Climate"

Total Score Subscale Subscale Subscale

Open
Clasi- Tradi-
room tional
School School

Open , ..

Class- Tradi-
room tional
School School

Open

Class- Tradi-
room tional
School School

Open
Class- Tradi-
room tional
School School

Number of 15 20 15 20 15 20 . 15 20
Subjects
Pretest 46.93 45.95 17.00 16.15 10.87 10.75 18,67 18.90
Mean
Pretest, 4.54 3.85 2.10 2.82 1:60 1.71 1.35 1.37
Standard ,

Deviation
Posttest 4153 47.30 15.13 16.40 10:33. 12.25 16.07 18.15
Mean
Posttest 3.96 6.89 2.36 4.54, 1;72 2.10 1.28 2.64
,Standard

Deviation
Adjusted 41.50 47.33 14.96 16.53 10.31 12.27 16.11 18.12
Posttest 0

Mean
F-Ratio 8.51** 1.51 9.02** 7.36*

*Significant beyond .05 level
ISignificant beyond-.01 level

Three of the four analyses performed at this grade level.resulted in
significant differences-favoring the traditional group. Only the
"School Learning" subscale analysis showed no significant difference
between the two groups.

c. -Grades 3-6

Tables 12 through,15 present the summary information for the,Sotal
score and three subscales of the "Faces" inventory in grades 3-6.

For none of these four analyses does the treatment compal.ison result
in a significant difference between the open classroom program and
the traditional program., There is however, a significant grade level
difference shows in three of the four analyses.

t

Examination of the adjusted means of the groups involved suggests that
the major reason for this difference is the relatively low adjusted
means of the grade 3 group ia.the traditional school. Further, it seems
apparent that the relatively low adjusted means for this group were a
result of the rather dramatic decrease in the mean score from pre- to
post- of this group. For example, the mean of the total score dropped
from 50.41 to 40.71 which was almost a full 10-point decline on a
scale with a possible range of 60 and a.standard deviation of
approximately 6. While any attempt to explain this situation is
speculative, the possibility of a 'spuriously high pretest score

24



TABLE 12

SUMMARY DATA FOR TOTAL SCORE OF "FACES" INVENTORY

GRADES 3-6

Grade

Number.
of

Subjects
Pretest
Mean

Pretest
Standard Posttest
Deviation Mean

Posttest
Standard
Deviation

Adjusted .

Posttest
Mean

OPEN CLASSROOM SCHOOL
3 14 44.50 5.57 40.93 6.55 40.39
4 20 41.45 4.76 40.25 4.63 41.67
-5 1 19 46.05 5.17 41.47 6.01 39.93
6 23 41.52 4.98 39.87 7.03 41.25

TRADITIONAL SCHOOL
3 17. 50.41 6,16 40.71 7.07 36.36
4 23 41.17 5.81 40.48 3.55 42.07 .

5 23 43.96- 5.38 41.70 5.54 41.50
6 24 . 42.46 3.83 42.04 6.19 42.81

F-Test
Treatment (Open vs. Traditional)
Grade (3 vs. 4 vs. 5 vs. 6)
Treatment x Grade

F-Ratio
0.02
3.58*
2.42

*Significant beyond .05 level

s.4

4

TABLE 13
SUMMARY DATA FOR "SCHOOL LEARNING" SUBSCALE

OF "FACES" INVENTORY
GRADES 3-6

Grade

Number
of.

Sub ects
Pretest
Mean

Pretest
Standard
Deviation

Posttest
Mean

Posttest
Standard.

Deviation

Adjusted
Posttest
Mean

OPEN CLASSROOM SCHOOL
3 14 16.71 3.56 13.93 3.15 12.32
4 20 11.90 , 2.29 11.85 2.76 12.89
5 19 14.74 2.96 11.68 . 2.77 11.16
6 23 11.74 2.24 11.61 3.14 12.74

, TRADITIONAL SCHOOL
3 17 17.94 3.87 13.12 3.41 10.83
4 23 12.83 2.86 11.26 1.91 11,79
5 -25 13.30 2.79 11.96 2.46 12.23
,6 24 13.33 2,10 12.92 3; 13.17

F-Test . F-Ratio
Treatment (Open vs. Traditional) 0.51
Grade (3 vs. 4 =vs. 5 vs. ,6) 2.39
Treatment-x Grade 2.41

25

32



TABLE 14

SUMMARY'DATA FOR "INDEPENDENT STUDY" SUBSCALE
OF "FACES" INVENTORY

GRADES 3-6

Grade

Number
45- of

Subjects.

Pretest
Mean

Pretest
Standard Posttest
Deviation Mean

Posttest
Standard

Deviation

Adjusted
Posttest
Mean

OPEN CLASSROOM SCHOOL
3 14 10.43 1.74 10.57 2.14 11:424 20 12.40' 1.39. 11.40 2.46 11.285 19 11.95 1.31 12.21 2.23. 12.316 23 12.00 1.17 ' 12.59 1.80 ,12.46

TRADITIONAL SCHOOL .

3 17 13.35 . 0.93 11.47 2.15 10.884 23 12.17 L.27 12.91 1.81 12.905 22. 12.39 1.31 12.61 1.83 12.496 24 12.04 1.12 12.75 1.98 12.81

F-Test F-Ratio'
Treatment (Open vs. Traditional) 1.51
Grade (3 vs. 4 vs. 5 vs. 6) 3.91**
Treatment x Grade 1.84

**Significant beyond .01 level

TABLE 15
SUMMARY DATA FOR "SCHOOL CLIMATE" SUBSCALE

GF "FACES" INVENTORY
GRADES 3-6

Grade

Number
of
Sub ects

Pretest
Mean

Pretest
Standard Posttest
Deviation. Mean

Posttest
Standard

Deviation

Adjusted
Posttest
Mean

3

4

5 .

6

3

4

5

6

14

20
19

'23

17

23

23

24

1

17.79
17.10
19.21
17.91

18.88

16.04
18.00
16.96

OPEN CLASSR(OM SCHOOL

2.79
1.89
2.09
3.11

2.71

2.01
2.42
2.65

11.5.81

16.81
16.08
15,18

14.83

16.77
16.38
16.28

1.42 16.43
1.59 17.00
1.23 17.58
1.76 15.87

TRADITIONAL SCHOOL
1.50 16.12
1.97 163.0
1:62 17.13
1.57 16.38

F-Test

Treatment (Open vs. Traditional)
Grade (3 vs. 4 vs. 5 vs; 6)
Treatment x Grade

*Significant beyond .05 level

26

33

F-Ratio
0.06

2,78*
1.30



for this group is difficult to discount, especially since the actual
posttest score for the group is approximately the same as the other
seven groups in the analysis.

2. Days of Attendance
a. Grade- 1*

Table l6 shows that there was no significant difference between the days
of attendance of the two grade 1 groups.

TABLE 16
SUMMARY DATA FOR DAYS OF ATTENDANCE

GRADE 1

Open

Classroom
School

Traditional
School

Number of Subjects
Pretest Mean
Pretest Standard Deviation
Posttest Mean

Posttest Standard Deviation
:Adjusted Posttest Mean
F-Ratio

13

173.15

4.02,
178,04

2.02
178.06

0.69

19

173.79

3.08
177.45

2.05
177.43

b. Grades 2 and 3

table 17 shows that for, grades 2 and 3 tb-re was no significant
difference beti4een the days of attendance! of the open program and-
tradltional groups, none between the grades, and no significant
interaction between the treatment and grade factors.

TABLE 17
SUMMARY DATA FOR DAYS OF ATTENDANCE

GRADES 2-3

Number

Grade Subjects

Pretest
Pretest Standard
Mean Deviation.

Posttest
Mean

Posttest Adjusted
Standard Posttest
Deviation Mean

OPEN CLASSROOM SCHOOL
2 12 177.17 2.54 178.07 1.61 177.92
3 13 174.46 2.87 177.92 2.06 177.92

TRADITIONAL SCHOOL
2 19 172.05 7.49 177.24 2.78 177.38
3 17 175.00 4.20 177.91 2.36 177.88

F-Test

Treatment (Open vs. Traditional)
Grade (2 vs. 3)
Treatment x Grade

F-Ratio
0.18

0.00
0.18

c. Grades 4-6

Table 18 presents the summary information for the days of attendance
analysis in grades

27
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TABLE 18
SUMMARY DATA FOR DAYS OF ATTENDANCE

GRADES 4-6

Grade

Number
of

Subjects

Pretest
.Pretest Standard Posttest
Mean Deviation Mean

Posttest
Standard

* viation

Adjusted
Posttest
Mean

OPEN CLASSROOM SCHOOL
4 21 169.64 9.58 178.17 1.67 178.83
5. 18 174.81 4.62 177.56 2.33 177.17
6 23 174.76 5.97. 178.24 1,,81 p178.24

TRADITIONAL S CHOOL
4 24 172.04 6.04 175.94 3.84 176.11
5 24 173.40 7.96 176.71 5.00 176.60
6 25 173.96 5.74 177.50 2.22 177.28 /

Last
Treatment.(Open vs. Traditional)
Grade (4 vs.'S vs. 6)
Treatment x Grade

F. -Ratio

6.61*
0.57

*Signif icant beyond .05 level

The analysis of covariance indicates that .there was a significant
difference between the two groups in ttl r days of school attendance.
This difference, significant beyond thf 05 level, favored the open
classroom program.

3. Parent and Pupil Questionnaires
a. First Year Results

Tables 19 and 20 gille responses to selected questions from a.parent
questionnaire and a pupil questionnaire designed 'by district-personnel
and administered during January 1973 to the parents and pupil_ of the
open classroom school. (Only those items which address a general feeling
or attitude toward school are included in these tables; the complete
questionnaires are shown in Appendix D.)

TABLE 19
RESPONSES TO SELECTED ITEMS FROM
SPORTING HILL PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE*

Did -your child ever comment that he did not want to attend school before this year?
Yes 37.6 per cent No 62.4 Rer cent

Did your child ever comment that he did not want to attend school this school year?
Yes )4,1_,per cent No 1.11.129rcsat

My child seems to like this school and enjoys the program.
Yea 96.6 per cent No 9.0 pier cent
No Response 2.4 per cent

*Tabulation based upon 122 returned questionnaires.



Tt

TABLE 20
RESPONSES TO SELEMO.ITEMS FROM
SPORTING HILL PUPIL QUESTIONNAIRE*

How do you compare Sporting Hill School this year to last year's school?

Ruerstsnt a. This year is more interesting
3 per cent b. This year is less interesting
8 per cent c. It is the same

d. No rebponse

How often did you feel as though you did want to come to school last year?
A

26 per cent- a. Never 13 per cent Always
Alper cent b. Sometimes, 1 per cent e. No response
19 per cent c. Often

How often did you feel as though you didn't want, to come to school this year?

paper cent a. Never 5. per cent c. Often
20 per cent b. Sometimes 5 per cent d. Always

e tabulation of responses was based, upon completed questionnaires' from 133 pupils
in grades 1 through 6.

The tabulation of the items in the two tables indicate that 88 per cent
of the pupils in the open classroom school find the school more interesting than
their school of the prehous year. The responses of the-parents reinforce this, as
96.6 per-cent of the parents indicate that their children like the school and enjoy
the program.

Further, both the parent and pupil responses to the items concerning
desire to attend school indicate that the children's feelings toward attend-
ing school improved after the introduction of the open classroom program in
their school.

The percentage of parents who said their children did not wantyto attend
school declined from 37.6 per cant for past yeats to 16.1 pier cent in the
first year of the program, a drop of 21.5 per cent.

The pupil responses indicate this change in feeling even more strongly. The
.percentage of children who indicated they never felt like not attending
school Ocreased from 27 per cent to 70 per cent. The percentage of
children who often or always felt that they did not want to attend school
decrased from 32 per cent to 10 per cent.

b. Second Year Results

Table 21 shows the responses of parents of pupils in the open classroom
school to selected items of a questionnaire administered near the end of
the 1973-74 school year. (The complete questionnaire is shown in.Appendix D.)



TABLE 21
,RESPONSES TO 1974 PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE*

I'm glad that my child is attending the "open classroom school.
Yes 66 per cent Undecided 24 per cent No 10 per cent

I feel that my child is,getting more attention in school now, -1

Yes 69 per cent Undecided 21,per cent No 10 per cent

My child seems to like school more now. I

Yes 15...2er cent Undecided 15 per cent No 10 per cent

My child bays more positive and nice things about school and his teachers than before.
Yes 59 per tent Undecided 27 per cent No 14 per cent

My child seems more enthusiastic about school and learning now.
Yes 77 per cent Undecided 12 per No 11 per cent

*Seventy per cent (67 of 96) of the families with a child -or children at Sporting
Hill returned a questionnaire.

These responses indicate that the parents of the children in the open
classroom school believe that their children perceive school in a more
positive way than they dId prior to the inception of the open program.
Seventy-five per cent of the parents said that their children "like
school more now," 59 per cent indicated that their child "says more
positive and nice things about school and his teacher than before,"'
a,d 77 per cent believed that their child "seems more enthusiastic
about school and learning..." Sixty-sili per cent of the parents were
"glad" that their child was attending the open school and about the
same number, 69 per,cent, felt that their child was receiving more
attention in the open scho61 than had been the case prior to the
inception of the open program.

It is interesting to note that relatively few parents were definitely
negative in their responses to the items concerning tike open classroom
program. For,example, only 10 per cent of the parents indicated that
they were not pleased by the fact that their child was attending the
open tlassroam school. About the aame percentage of parents were
definitely negative in their responses to the other items presented in
the table.

C. AcademiC Achievement 4
f4

Tables'22 through 27 summarize the results of the administration and covariance
analysis of the various subscales of the Stanford Achievement Test in grades 1
through 6.

Of the 44 separate analyses performed, only 6 produced statistically significant
differences. Of these six,,three favored the open classroom group and three
favored the traditional group. The open classroom group scored significantly
better than the traditional group on the Science and Social Studies Concepts
subscale in-grade 3, the Word Meaning subscale in grade 6, and on the Arithmetic
Applications subscale in grade 6. The traditional group scored significantly
better than the open school group on the Arithmetic Computation and the
Arithmetic Application subicale in grade 4 and significantly better on the
Language subscale in grade 5.

tc- 30
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D. Teacher Attitules

Tables 28 and 29 summarize the analyses performed using the data from the 1972
pretest scores ands the 1973.'rosttest scores on the "Opinionnaire on Attitudes
Tdward Education." (As indicated previously, because of the loss of subjects
this segment of the analysis was limited to first-year data.)

TABLE 28
EXPERIMENTAL TEACHER ATTITUDES *,

Pretest

Posttest

Number
of
Subjects

5

5

Mean
Score

206

212

Standard
Deviation

t

10.86,

4.64

F-Ratio

1.29

*One of the six teachers 'in the experimental school left during theq972-73 school
year. Therefore, onlythe scores of thg five remaining teachers were included in
this analysis.

,TABLE 29 -

SUMMARY DATA FOR COMPARISON OF
RESULTS OF TEACHER ATTITUDE ANALYSIS*

Number of subjeas
Pretest Mean
Pretest Standard Deviation
Posttest Mean
Posttest Standard Deviation
Adjusted Posttest Mean'
F-Ratio

0-

Open Classroom
Teachers

5

208.00
10.86
212.00
4.64

211.83

0.62

Traditional
Teachers

5

203.6
8.93

208.6

6.91
208.77

.....**.m.1,
*Both the open classroom and traditional schools had a teacher resign during the

. 1972-73 school :car. 'Thus, this comparison was made using.the scores of the five
remaining teachers in each school.

ft

As Table 28 shows, there was no statistically significant difference between the
mean pretest score and the mean 1973posttest score of the experimental teachers.
Further, a=t-test (t * .69) comparing the 1972 pretest mean and the 1974 posttest
mean of the four experimental teachers involved in both years of the study
showed this.difference to be nonsignificant.

Table-29 'summarizes the results of the Avariance comparing the attitude scores
of-the open classroom teachers and the traditional teachers in the study.
Again, there wan. no.significant difference between the two groups.

E. Classroom Observations

Table 30 presents the mean observation scores for the seriestof the 14 observations
conducted in each of the classrooms in the two schools during the course of the
study. The accompanying graph is a visual representation of the same data.-
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TABLE 30
SUMMARY OF CLASSROOM OBSERVATION DATA

Observation
Number

Traditional
school

Open Classroom
School

1 98 157 -

2 140 128
3 116' 154
4 131. 148

5 140 141

6 142 162

- 7 132 171

8 128 161

9 130 165
10 , 139 160

'Mk11 145 162
12 142 149
13 136 169'

14 138 167

Overall Mean 131 157

F-Ratio for.Repeated 8.93** 30.63**
Measures ANOVA

**Significant beyond .01 level

As is evident, both instructional programs experienced changes in theil degree
of openness during t e course of the study. The repeated measures analyses of
variance performed on the observational data (F-ratios are shown in Table 30)
show that these chang s were statistically significant in both schools.

The series of means and the graph indicate that the instructional programs in
both` schbols became more open over the course. of the study,,with much of this
change occurring during the first year of the study. The observations for the
second year indicate that both programs were relatively stable in their degree
of openness during the second year.

William Donny, who performed the series of observations in both schools, describes
them in the following way:

Observations of the experimental and control schools throughout the
study 'indicated that the schools varied from observation to
observation in their-degree of methodological openness of convention-
ality.

The experimental school chose to launch its new program chiring the
first days of school with enthusiastic efforts to operate successfully
the rather free, fluid, individualized open processed. Added to the
pressures of this ambitious beginning was the constant flow of visitors
that were hosted, and the considerable number of after school work
hours needed to sustain this new demanding muitiprocess educational
method. During intervals when new learning stations and proeedures
were being installed, the open school faculty reverted at:times to
simpler large group conventional methods and were rated accordingly.
Large variations in degree of openness occurred from period to period
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during the first `"year although an overall increase did occur.

Perhaps due to publicity released about the experimental school as well
as the physical proximityof the two, the control school increasingly-
adopted techniques of openness during most of the first year, but wiylin
the framework of their established practices. The result was a fairly
consistent trend to greater openness with time but leveling off toward
the end of the first year. The differences between the two groups
would have been greater if the` conventional school had not changed
markedly in degree of openness contrary to what is expected of a true
control,

As a result of these trends the position of the two schools
became at times very similar with regard to openness as measured
by the observation instrument. ,However, near the end of the first
year, while the control school turned back to a more conventional
educational prbcess, the experimental school appeared te have found
the degree of openness suited to its needs and began to operate
the new program with confidence and aplomb. ,Observations carried
out in the succeeding year tended-to clarify further this situation.
These observations indicated that the open school retained its status
with regardto degree of openness, while the conventional school .

maintained a relatively more conventional methodological position.

The above described movement of the comparison school toward openness and the
fluctuation in the degree of Opennessof the experimental school mean that,
not surprisingly, the'ideal comparison between strictly and continually
delineated "traditional" and "open" instructional_ programs was not possible.
It suggests that the absence-of any consistent difference between the students
of the two schools might be at least-partially explained as resulting from
the fact that the two instructional programs were not really very different.

' however, although the difference between the two prograins wasnot as great
as might have been deaired, that difference was significant.

An anlysis of variance comparing the two schools on the basis of the means
of the 14 observations for individual classrooms produced an F -ratio of
63.43 which is significant beyond the .01 level. (AMA source table is
shown in Appendix BO So, even though the varying differences lietweenthe
two instructional programs might have diluted any differential effect which
instruction program "openness" might have exerted upon students, the fact
remains that the two programs,w?re rated as being significantly different
on the instrument which quantified this variable. Because of this, it does
not seem probable that tfie absence of student differences between the two
schools can be totally attributed to program similarity.

I
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION, SUMMARY, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

As stated in Chapter I, the purpose of this study was to gather evidence
related to five basic questions. The first section of this chapter restates these
questions and briefly discusses the findings and conclusions which relate to them.
The second section of the chapter is a general summary of the study and the third
section presents recommendations for future research.

Discussion of Findings
-('

Question 1: Is there a significant difference between the self-concept of children
involved in an open classroom instructional program and those involved
in a traditional program?

ti

The results of the self-concept segment of the study are somewhat mixed.
The analyses of the Pictorial Self-Concept Scale for grades 1-4 indicate no real -

differences between the scores of the students of the two programs.

The analyses of the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale for grades
5 and 6, on the other hand, resulted in'significant differences favoring the open
classroom students on total score and on the "Intellectual and School Status" and
"Physical Appearance and Attributes" subscales. Thus, there is some evidence to
suggest that, at least for the students in the intermediate grades involvement
in the open classroom program resulted in a positive change in self-concept.,

An alternative explanation for this differencylavoring the open classroom
students which must be considered is that it was the result of teacher differences.
Since there was only one teacher per grade for each treatment, it is not possible to
totally eliminate this alternative explanation. However, the fact that the study was
conducted over a two-year period weakens somewhat the argument for this explanation
of the difference,Itsince the students involved were exposed to more than.one, teacher
during the study. Further, an examination of the pre- and,posttest means of the
groups in the three analyses which resulted in significant differences favoring the

open classroom program shows that while the two traditional groups and the two open
classroom groups scored at atout the same level on the pretest administration, the
traditional groups remained at the same level while the open classroom groups showed
a positive gain over the two years.

Thus, it appears reasonable to tentatively conclude that the open classroom
treatment exercised a positive, differential effect upon the grade 5 and 6 students
in the area of'self-concept.

Question Is there a significant difference between the attitudes toward school
of children involved in an open classroom instructional program and
those involved in a traditional program?

Tfie evidence relating to this question'is also somewhat mixed. The analyses
performed with the "Faces" inventory data show that in grade 1,, the traditional
students scored significantly higher op the "Independent Study" subscale than the
on classroom students, that in grade 2 the traditional students scored significantly
higher on the total score and on the "Independent Study" and "School Climate"_

subscales than the open classroom students, but that in the other analyses for these
grades and in all tho analyses for grades 3-6 there were no significant treatment
differences favoring either the o5n classroom pr the traditional students.
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The days of attendance analyses for grade 1 and grades 2-3 showed no

significant difference between the two programs. However, the analysis foie grades

4-6 resulted in a.significant difference favoring the open classroom treatment.

The data collected with the pupil and parent questionnaires at the open
classroom school indicates an improvement in attitude toward school after the

implementation of the open classroom program. A large majority X88 per cent) of

the students felt that the open program was more interesting than the previous one
and a large number of students (42 per cent) indicated a positive change in their

desire to attend school. The responses of parents on their questionnaires reinforced,

these student responses.

Overall, then, the results of the attitude toward school segment of the
students do not provide a clerx-cut answer to question number two. However, there

does appear to be sufficient evidence to suggest that the open classroom program
positively influepced the attitudes toward school of the children involved.

Question

3
Is there a significant difference between the level of achievement in
basic skills of children involved in an open classroom instructional
program and those involved in a traditional instructional program?

The data collected with the Stanford Achievement Tests indicates rather
clearly that there was no difference between the two instructional programs in
relation to their effect upon student achievement of basic skills. Only six of,the

44 separate analyses performed resulted in statistically significant differences.
Of these six, three favored the traditional group and three favored the open classroom

group. So, it appears that the answer to the basic skills question is "no."

Question 4: Does teaching in an open classroom cause a change in teacher attitudes
toward child-centered policies and practices in education?

The results of the analysis of the teacher attitude opinionnaire indicate
that no significant change in the attitudes of the open classroom teachers occurred'
during the course of the study. This finding is encouraging, since it indicates:
that actual, prolonged experience with open classroom procedures did not change the
positive attitudes the, teachers held toward the value of policies and_practices
which arc basic components of the open education philospphy.

Question 5: What are the extent of the changes in classroom environment and practices
which result from continued experience with the open classroom?

Analysis of the classroom observation data inrlicates that there were
statistically significant changes in the classroom environment And practices during

the course of the study, particularly during the first year. Tha obServation rating

scale results, teachers' comments, and observer's reactions indicate that, as would
be expected during the first year of a rather significant changeover, there were
fluctuations in practices as the open classroom teachers Searched for the most
appropriate and successful mode of operation. The second -yea± observation data

indicate that a relatively stable mode of operation was arrived at and maintained.
Overall, the degree of openness increased from the beginning of the study to the
end, indicating an apparent satisfaction with the success of the _open classroom

program.

Summary'

Because of the relatively limited scope of the study and the lack o: any
observable strong differential effects, the results of the study do not provide any



conclusive or readily generalizable information about the relative effectiveness of
open classroom or traditional instructional programs. Nevertheless, the results are
encouraging from several standpoints.

First of all, there are indications that in the affective areas of self-
concept and attitude toward school the open classroom program did exert a positive
effect upon the students_ involved. This finding lends tentative support to the
claims of the proponents of open education who believe that their mode of instruction
will have its more significant effects in this area

Also, the level of achievement of basic skills of the students in the open
program was essentially the same as that of thase in the traditional program. Since
there generally is more overt emphasis placed upon such attainment in traditional

. -instructional programs than in open programs, this finding is revealing.

Finally, the observation and questionnaire data indicate that the open
program is now running smoothly, that it is well accepted by students and parents
and that the teachers have retained their initial enthusiasm for the program after
continued experience with it. This is encouraging since it indicates that the
program has probably passed through the "bandwagon" phase, beyond which so many
innovative programs have not proceeded.

Overall then, it appears that the study described hereir, while not pro-
viding conclusive evidence concerning the -relative effectiveness of the open or
traditional instructional programs, indicates that the open classroom prvgram was
successfully implemented and achieved some positive results.

Recommendations for Future Research

The experience gained in this study indicates Lnat there are three
primary needs which can be met by future research and evaluation in the area of
open classroom education.

1. There is a need for longitudinal studies in which the long term
effects of exposure t6., open classroom education prAgrams can be
as eased. The pupil characteristics which open education proponents
ho e to affect do not appear to be ones which can be significantly
altered over a short period of time. Such attributes as self-concept,
attitude toward learning and level of cognitive functioning
theoretically are formed over a period of years and to expect a
change in such fundamental characteristics in,one or two years i4
probably unrealistic. Studies which measure these variables over
several years should provide a more sound evaluation of open
education than the typical one-or-two-year study.

2. There is also a strong need for more wide-ranging, large-scale
evaluations of the effects of open education. The flexibility
inherent in open educational instructional programs makes
generalizability of results from a specific classroom or school a
very tenuous venture. However, while it is understandable that open
programs will differ from one locale to another, it does not appear
unreasonable to expect-that fundamental common components will be
present in almost all open programs. Results of studies which
include several schools with varied open programs would appear

be more generalizable, since the components common to open
programs would be more reasonable causes of results than the host
of specific characteristics which- might affect the results of one
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program.

3. There is a need for evaluation which focus on variables which are not
normally assessed in program comparison studies. The proponents of
open education believe that the major impact of their programs will
be reflected in changes in such areas as childrens' creativity,
motivation, selfl-directedness, social awareness, and highernorder
cognitive learning, However, for reasons such as nonexistence of
instruments and constraints upon time and money, these variables
,re often-not included in major program comparison studies. If open
classroom education is to be thoroughly evaluated, studies
incorporating these variables will be necessary.
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APPENDIX A-X

Sample Itema from Pictorial Self pt Scale



LA"
APPENDIX A -2

The Piers- Harris Children's Self - Concept Scale

Here are a set of statements. Some of them are true of you and so you will

dT8 hard to decide, but do not circle
circle the mg.. Some not true of you and no you will circle the no.
Answer every question en if some
bothm-and no. Remember, circle the era if the` statement is generally
like you, or circle the no if the statement is canerally.not like you.
There are no right or wrong answers. Only you oan tell Is haw you feel
about yourself, no we hope you will rArk the way you really feel inside.

1. My classmates make fun of me
2. I am a happy person
3. It is hard for' me to make fr;euda
4. I am often sad

. 5. I am smart
6. I am shy

yea no
.yes no

yea no
yea no
yea no
yes no

7. I get nervous when the teacher calls on me . . . ..... yes no
8. y looks bother pm yea no

When I grow up, I will be an important person . yes no
10. I get worried when we NA tests in school yes no
1I. I am unpopular yes no
12. I am well behaved in sohool yes no

13. It is usually my fault when something goes wrong yes no
14. I cause trouble to my family yes no
15. I am strong . . . . . yes no
16. I have good ideas yea no
17. I am an important member of my family yes no ,

18. I usually want my own way ye, no
19. I am good at making things with my(hands yea no
20. I give up easily yes no
21. I am good in my school work yes no
22. I do many bad things yes no
23. I can draw well yes no
24. I am good in music yea no
25. I behave badly at home yes no
26. I am slow in finishing my school work yea no
27. I am can important member of my class ....... . . . 'yes no
28. I am nervous yea no
29. I have pretty eyes yes no
30. I can give a*good report in front of the class yea no
31. In school I am a &straw yea no
32. I pick on my brother(s) and sister(s) yes no
33. Hy friends like my ideas ,yes no

34. I often get into trouble . . yes no
35. I am obedient at Imece yes no
361'1 am lucky ves no
37. I worry a lot yea no
38. My parents expect too much of me yes no
39. I like being the way I am yes no
40. I feel left out of things yes no
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APPENDIX A-2 (Continued)

41. I have nice hair yea no
42. I often volunteer in school yea no
43. I wish I were different yes no
44. I sleep well at night yea no
45. I hate school yea no
46. I am among the last to be chosen for games yea no
47. I am sick a lot yea no
48. I am often mean to other people yea no
49. My classmates in school think I have good ideas yes no
50. I am unhappy yea no
51. I have many friends yes no
52. I am cheerful yea ;no
53. I am dumb about moat things = yea no
54. I am good looking yes no
55. I have lots of pep yes no
56. I get into a lot of fights . , yea no
57. I am popular with boys yea no
58. People pick on me ti . yea no
59. My family ia.disappointed in me yea no
60. I have a pleasant faoe yes no
61. When I try to maks samethin7, everything moms to go wrong yes no
62. 1 am picked on at home yesqno
63. I am a leader in games and sports yea no
64. I am clumsy yes no
65. In games and sports, I watch instead of play yes no
66. I forget what I learn yes no
67. I am easy to get along with yea no
68. I lose my temper easily yea no
69. I am popular with girls yea no
70. I am a good. reader yea no
71. I would rather work alone than with a group. yes no
72. I like my brother (sister) yea no
73. I have a good figure yea no
74. I am often afraid yes no
75. I am always dropping or breaking things yea no
76. I can be truated Of no
77. I am different from other people yes no
78. I think bad thoughts yea no
79. I cry easily yes no
80. I am a good person yea no

51



Age

Grade

ID Code

APPENDIX A-3

'PACES" Inventory

(

Name

School

Date

I. This is how I feel when I come to school.

2. Feel like this when the teacher tells me to do something all by myself
without any help.

3. This is how Iaould feel if I could go to school for the rest of my life.

4. I feel 'like this when someone does not follow the rules.

5z I feel like this when I work alone.

6. I feel like this when I have a lot of school work to do..
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'Appendix A-3 (Continued)

7. I feel like this about going to summer school.

8. I feel like this when 1 work on a project by myself.

Q. This is how I feel.about going back to school after a vacatiorh

10. This is how I feel when I talk to ry teachers.

11. I feel like this about studying alone.

12., This is how I feel on'tlays when I can't go to school,

13. ,I feel this way about teachers.
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:Appendix A-3 (Continued)

14. I feel this way about reading a book by myself.

15.1 This is how I would feel if we could have school Saturday, too.

16. This is now I feel about school rules.

17. I, feel this way when the teacher asks me '4upstions.

18. This is how I feel when it's*time to go hove from school.

19. I feel like this when I go to the media center (library).

20. This is how I feel about my school building.
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APPENDIX A-4

OPINIONNAIRE ON ATTITUDES TOWARD EDUCATION

Below are a number of statements about 'which teachers may have differ-
ent opinions. Please indicate what your opinion of each statement is by
circling the appropriate number after each statement.

1. Boys and girls who are delinquent are, when all
is said and done, basically good

2. If boys and girls are to do an adequate job of
learning in school, their needs for, love must
be met

3. It is appropriate for teachers to require 4n addi-
tional assignment from a pupil who misbehaves in
class

4. How a student feels about what he learns 4s as
important as what he learns

5. The way to handle a pupil who tells lies is to
threatewto punish him

6, The high, school pupil who is not interested in
having dates should be commended

7. Education has failed unless it has helped boys and
girls to understand and to express their own
feelings and experiences

8. You should tell a child who masturbates that it
leads to ruined health

9. The classroom experiences that are the most
helpful to boys and girls are the ones wherein
they can express themselves creatively

10. All children should be encouraged to aim at the
highest academic goals

11. The child who bites his nails should be shamed.

12. Children outgrow early emotional experience's as
they do shoes and clothes

13. What boys and girls'become as adults is more
closely related to the experiences they have

with each other than it is to mastery of
specific subject matter
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Appendix A-4 (Continued)

14. It is more important for students to learn to work
together,cooperatively than it is for them to
learn how to compete

15. Some pupils are just naturally stubborn

16. Students should be permitted to disagree with
the teacher

17. It is better for a girl.to,be shy And timid o
than "boy crazy".. . .. , . .

18. Boys and girls should learn that most of life's
problems have several possible solutions and not
just one "correcetone

19. The first signs of delinquency in a pupil should
be received by a tightening of discipline and
more restrictions

20. The never methods of education tend to standardize
children's behavior

21. Most boys and girls who presentextremecases of
"problem behavior" are doing the best th can to
get along with other people . . .. .. . .

22.: An activity to be educationally valuable should
train reasoning and memory in general

23. It is more important for a child to have faith
in himself than it is for him to be obedient. . . .

24. Being,gryuped according to ability damages the
self-confidence of many boys and girls

25. Criticism of children by teachers is more
effective for obtaining the desired behavior
than criticism of children by others of their
own age

26. All questions a student asks should be
recognized and considered

27. The pupil who isn't making good graded should
be told to study,harder

28. Children should not be permitted to talk
without the permission of the teacher
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Appendix A-4 (Continued)

29. A student who will not do his work should be
helped in every way possible

30. Boys ana girls in the elementary school should
be promoted regardless of whether they have
completed the work for their grade or not

31. The teacher should lower grades for misconduct
in class

32. A teacher should pet'mit a great deal of lgtitude
in the way he permits boys and girls to address him.

33. It is a good idea to tell a pdpil that he can
succeed in any type of work if he works hard. . .

34. Students will tolerate errors and even occasional
injustices in a teacher who, they feel, likes
and understands them ...... . . . .....

35. A teacher should accept the deficiencies and short-
comings of a student, es well as his good points. .

36. Each time a pupil lies his punishment should be
increased

37. Boys and girls can learn proper discipline only
if they are given sufficient freedom

38. If.a teacher keeps achodi conditions exactly the
same and gives all pupils an equal opportunity
to respond, he hal done all he can do

- 39. If 'a child constantly performs for attention, the
teacher should see to it that he gets no attention.

40. Dishonesty is a more serious personality character-
istic than unsocialness

41. A great deal of misbehavior problem behavior
results from fear and guilt

42. The, teacher's first responsibility in all cases
of misconduct is to locate and punish the offender.

43. It is better for boys and girls Co talk about the
things that bother them than to try to forget them.

44. Most pupils need some of the natural meanness
taken out of them
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Appendix A-4 (Continued)

**

45. It is more important for boys and girls to be liked
and accepted by their friends than it is fox them
to get along with their teachers

46. Teachers should answer children's questions About
sex frankly and, lf possible, without saw of
embarrassment

47. When a pupil obeys all the rules of the school, one
can be sure he is developing moral character. . .

48. Whema teacher is told something in confidence by
a child, he should keep the matter just as confi-
dential as though it were entrusted to him by an
-adult

49. Since a person memorises but during childhood,
that period should be regarded as a time to store
up facts for later use

50. Students should play a very active part in formu-
lating the rules for the classroom and the school.
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APPENDIX A-5 ,.

OBSERVATION RATING SCALE

School

Claasroom

Teacher

4,11,=NNIPIA.,

Observer
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It Texts and materials are supplied in class sets
so that all children may have their own.

2. Each child has a space for his personal storage
and the major part of the classroom is organised
for common use.

3. Materials are kept out of the way until-they
are distributed or used under the teacher's
direction.

4. luny different activities go on simultaneously.

5. Children are expected to ,1 their own work
without getting h "lp from other children.-

6. Manipulative materials are supplied in great
diversity and range, with little replication.

T. Day is divided in large blocks of time
within which children, with the teacher's help,
determine their own routine.

8. Children work individually and in small groups
at various activities.

9. Books are supplied in diversity and profusion
(including reference, ,children's literature).

10. Children ate not supposed to move about the
room without asking permission.

11.' Desks are arranged so 'that every child can see
the blackboard or teacher-from his desk.

12. The environment includes materials deVeloped
by the teacher.

1 2 3-- 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 .3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3

1 2 3 )4

19 2 3 4

1 2 4

1 2 3



Appends' A -5 (Continued)

13. Common environmental materials are provided.

14. Children may voluntarily make use of other
areas of the building and school yard as part of
their school time.

'15. The 'program includes use of the ueighborbood.

16. Children use "books" written by, their class-
mates as part of their reading and teference
materials.' .

17. Teacher prefers that childreu not talk when-
they are ,supposeeto be working.

.

\
18. Children voluntarily group and regroup
themselves. 2

2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 .3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 4

4

1 2 4

1 2 4

I 2

1 4

1 2 3

1 2 4

2 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

l 2 3 4

19. The environkent includes materials developed
or supplied by the children.

20. Teacher plans and schedules the children s
activities through the day.

21.' Teacher makes sure children'use materials
only as instructed.

22. Teacher groups children for lessons directed
at specific needs.

23. Children work directlY with manipulative
materials.

24. Materials are readily accessible to children.

25. Teacher-promotes a purposeful Atmosphere by
expecting and enabling children to use time
productively and to value their work and learning.

,

26. Teacher uses test results to group children
for reading and/or math.

27. Children expect the teacher to correct all
their work.

28. Teacher bases her instruction on each
individual child and his interaction with
materials and equipment

60



29. Teacher gives children-testa to find out whet
theyAnow.

t 30. The emotional climate in were sod

1 31. The irk children do is divided
matter areas.

32. The teacher lesaone and *teal
given to the class as a whole.

33. To obtain diagnostic Anformatios the teacher
closely observes the specific work or concern of a /
child and asks immediate, experiesce4ased (pastime. 1

34. -Teacher buses her instruction an curriculus
guides or text books for the grad* laVol she
teaches.'

35. Teacher keeps notes and ndividu
his ries. of each child's I stational
physical development.

t
36. Teacher has children for a period of just ons
year.

37 The claas operates within clear guidelines
made explicit.

38. Teacher takes care of dealing vie- (teenier,
and disruptive behavior without isvolviss the group.

39. Childr activities, prixtuctd, and ideas are
reflected abundantly about the classroom.

40. The teacher is in charge.

41. Before suggesting any extension or redirection
of activity, teacher gives diagnoatic attention to
the particalar chill and his particular activity.

A

42. The children spontaneously look at and discus*
each otheed work.

43. Teacher uses tests to evaluate children and rate
them in comparison to their peers.

44. Teacher uses the assi rtance of 4-02-0011c to
supportive, advisory caps 1.

I

2

3

3

3
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4, Teacher trios !c keep all childr en vithio her
ht so that else CAP make sure t are dotes Oar

they sre a4pooell to do,

46. Tcsocr lam}},,Ts helpfol

disclaaea

47 , Teacher kitep9 a col ct1 of
tor tx-ee in evaluating

8, reacher view vvs.kusti at -info ti tc
her instruction nod provisiertus fo, the

4

Academic achievement
priority for the children.

50.'-_Z-htldren are deeply involved in
doff

0
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR
PICTORIAL SELF-CONCEPT SCALE

GRADE 1

Source

Treatment
Error

TOTAL

SS

4.91

/669.50

1474.41

OF

4 1 1

39

40

0.13

.:,,,,,,,

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR
PICTORIAL SELF-CONCEPT SCALE

GRADES 2-4

W...11.

15.94 15.94 0.16
22.88 11.44 2 0.11

Grade 169.69 84.85 2 0.83
9464.69 101.77 93

TOTAL 9763.20 98

ANALYSIS OF COQ!

TOTAL SCORE OT PIERS-HARRIS CHILD SELF-CONCEPT SCALE
..$) GRADES 5-6

OR

Treatment 480.06 480.06 1 6.07*
Grade 212.56 212.56 1 2.69
Treat:a:a x Grade 0.38 0.38 1 0.00
Within &ARLO 79.15 86

TOTAL 7500.06 89

63



ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "ANXIETY"
SUBSCALE OF PIERS-HARRIS SELF-CONCEPT SCALE

GRADES 5-6

Source SS DF F

Treatment 15.19 15.19 1
A

3.77
Grade 0.13 0.13 1 .0.03
Treatment x Grade 0.29 0.29 1 0.07
Within' 346.51 4.03 86

TOTAL 362.12 89

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "POPULARITY"
SUBSCALE OF PIERS-HARRIS SELF-CONCEPT SCALE

GRADES. 5-6

Source 'SS DF

Treatment 11.50 1 1.50
Grade 18.67 18.67 1 2.43
Treatment x Grade 3.07 3.07 1 0.40
Within 659.78 7.67 86

TOTAL 693.02 89

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "HAPPINESS
AND SATISFACTION" SUBSCALE OF PIERS-HARRIS SELF-CONCEPT SCALE

GRADES 5,-6

Source SS MS

Treatment 2.19 , 2,19 0.93
Grade 2.29 2.29 0.98
Treatment x Grade 0.92 0.92 0.39
Within 201.37 2.34

T 206.77 89
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ANALYSIS OF COVARiANCE FOR
"BEHAVIOR" SUBSCALE OF PIERS-HARRIS CHILDREN'S SELF-CONCEPT SCALE

GRADES 5-6

Source SS HS DF

Treatment 6.43 6.43 1 1.13
Grade,. 18.32 18.32 1 3.22
Treatment x Grade 7.72 7.72 1 1.36
Within 489.52 5.69 86'

TOTAL 54.1..99 89

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "INTELLECTUAL AND SCHOOL STATUS"
SUBSCALE OF PIERS-HARRIS CHILDREN'S SELF-CONCEPT SCALE f

GRADES 5-6

Source SS DF F

Treatment 47.96 47.96 1 4.44*
Grade 53.4'5 53.45 1 4.95*
Treatment x Grade 8.55 8.55 1 0.79
Within 928.84 10.80 86

TOTAL 1038.80 89

ANAL' SIS 07 COVARIANCE FOR "PHYSICAL__ APPEARANCE

AND ATTRIBUTES" SUBSCALE OF PIERS=HARRIS CHILDREN'S SELF-CONCEPT SCALE
GRADES 5-6

Source SS OF

Treatm 32.06 32.06 1 4.58*
Grade 17.74 17.74, 1 2.54
Treat x Grade 3.09 3.09 1 0.44
Withi 601.62 7.00 86

TOTAL 654.51 89



ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR
TOTAL SCORE OF "FACES" INVENTORY

GRADE 1'

Source SS MS DF F

Treatment 111.28 111.28 2.70

Error 1729.16 41.17 42

TOTAL 1840.44 43

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR "SCHOOL*'

LEARNING" SUBSCALE OF "FACES" INVENTORY
GRADE 1

Source SS MS DP

Treatment 18.99 18.99 1
Error 824.74 19.64 42

TOTAL 843.73 43

F

0.97

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR
"INDEPENDENT srmyy" SUBSCALE OF "FACES" INMPPORY

GRADE 1

Source SS MS DF

Treatment 75.96 75.96 1
Error 168.95 4.02 42

TOTAL 244-91

66

Aznoteda.g.6110

F

18.88**



ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR

"SCHOOL CLIMATE" SUBSCALE OF "FACES" INVENTORY
GRADE 1

Source SS MS DF F

Treatment 19.91 19.91 1 3.14

-Error 266.53 6.35 42

TOTAL 286.44 43'

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR TOTAL
SCORE OF "FACES" INVENTORY

GRADE 2

Soufce SS MS DF

Treatment 286.63 286.63 1 8.51**

Errol- 1077.97 33.69 32

TOTAL 1364.60 33
4111,

mamraamInew,.....m.,,

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "SCHOOL
LEARNING" SUBSCALE OF "FACES". INVENTORY

.GRADE 2

Source SS MS DF

Treatment 20.73 20.73 1 1.51

Error_- 440.06 13.75 32

TOTAL 460.79 33

67



ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "INDEPENDENT
STUDY" SUBSCALE OF "FACES" INVENTORY

GRADE 2

Source SS MS DF F

Treatment 32.67 32.67 1 9.02***
Error 115.94 3.62 32

TOTAL 148.61 33

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "SCHOOL CLIMATE"

SUBSCALE OP "FACES" INVENTORY
GRADE,-2

Source SS MS DF

Treatment 34.31 34.31 1 7.36*

Error, 149.18 4.66 32

TOTAL 183.49 33

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR TOTAL
SCORE OF "FACES" INVENTORY

GRADES 3-6

Source SS DF

Treatment 0.44 0.44 1 0.02
Grade 250.25 83.42 3 3.57*
Treatment x Grade 169.75 56.58 3 2.42

Within 3599.88 23.38 154

TOTAL 4020.32 161

68
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ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "SCHOOL
LEARNING" SUBSCALE OF "FACES" INVENTORY

GRADES 3-6

Source SS MS DF F

Treatment 2.94 2.94 1 0.51

Grade 41.52 13.84 3 2.39

Treatment x Grade 42.04 14.01 3 2.42

Within 892.90 5.79 154

TOTAL 979.40 161

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "INDEPENDENT STUDY"
SUBSCALE OF "FACES" INVENTORt

GRADES 3-6

Source SS MS F

Treatment 5.73 5.73 1 1.51

Grade 4.46 14.82 3' 3.91**
Treatment'x Grade 20.88 6.96 3 1.84

Within 583.23 3.79 154.

\TOTAL 654.30 161

ANALYSIS OF COVARINCE FOR "SCHOOL CLIMATE"
SUBSCALE OF "FACES" INVENTORY

GRADES 3-6

Source SS MS ;)F F

Treatment 0.33 0.33 1 0.06

Grade 43.38 14.46 3 2.78*
Treatment x Grade 20.35 6.78 3 1.30
Within 800.64 5.20 154

TOTAL 864.72 161
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ANALYSTS OF COVARIANCE
FOR DAYS OF ATTENDANCE

GRADE 1

Sourcer SS MS - DF F

Treatment 3.01 3.01 , 1 0.69
Error 127.08 4.38 29

TOTAL 130.09 30

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR DAYS OF ATTENDANCE
GRADES 2-3

Source SS MS DF F

Treatment 1.00 1.00 1 0.18
Grade 0.00 0.00 1 0.00
Treatment x Grade 1.00 1.00 1 0.18
Within 304.00 5.42 56

TOTAL 306.00 59

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR DAYS OF ATTENDANCE
GRADES 4-6

Source SS DP F

Treatment 52.00 52.00 1 6.61*
Grade 9.00 4.50 2 0.7
Treatment x Grade 31.00 15.50 2 1.97
Within 1007.00 7.87 .1.28

TOTAL 1099.00 133

70



ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR "WORD READING"
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST

GRADE 1

Source SS MS DF

Treatment
Error

1.21
15.15

TOTAL 16.36

1.21

.36
1

42

43

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR "PARAGRAPH, MEANING"
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST

GRADE 1

Source_

Treatment
Error

SS

0:73
18.21

TOTAL 18.91

MS

0.73

0.43

DF

1

42

43

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR "VOCABULARY"
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST

GRADE 1

Source

Treatment
Error

TOTAL

SS

0.36
16.30

16.66

MS

0.36
0.38

71,

DF

1

42

43



ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE-FOR "SPELLING"
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST

GRADE 1

Source SS MS DF

Treatment
Error

TOTAL

1.73
24.38

26.11

1.73

0.58
1

42

43

2.98

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCEFOR "WORD STUDY SKILLS"
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEANT TEST

GRADE 1

Source SS MS DF

Treatment 8.81
Error --A 102.02

TOTAL 110.83.

8.81
2.43

1

42

43

3.63

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR "ARITHMETIC"
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST

'GRADE 1

Th

r'.
Source SS MS DF

Treatment 0.73 5.73 1 1.56
Error 19.75 0.47 42

TOTAL 20.48 43

72

79



ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "WORD MEANING"
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST

GRADE 2

Source SS MS DF F

Treatment
Error

TOTAL

f.
0.22

15.65

15.87

0.22
0.42

1

37

38

0.53

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "PARAGRAPH MEANING"
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST

GRADE 2

Sour'ge SS MS -DF F

*Treatment 0.00 0.00 1
Error 23.37 0.63 37

TOTAL 23.37- 38

0.00

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "SCIENCE-AND SOCIAL STUDIES CONCEPTS"
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST

GRADE 2'

Source SS MS DF

Treatment 0.00 0.00 1
Error 16.49 0.45

TOTAL 16.49 38

F

0.00
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ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "SPELLING"
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST

GRADE 2

Source SS MS DF F

Treatment 0.06 0.06 1 0.09

Error 23.16 0.63 37

TOTAL 23.42 38

/

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "WORD ST Y SKILLS"

SUBSCALEW-MANFORD ACHIEVEME),
GRADE 2

Source SS MS / DF

Treatment 0.78 0.78 1 0.51

Error 56.56 1.53 37

TOTAL 57.34 38

ANALYSIS OF.COVARIANCE FOR "TANGUAGE"
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST

GRADE 2/1,=.
Sou DF F-

Treatment 1.20 1.20 1 2.42

Error 18.36 0.50 37

TOTAL 19.56 38

74



ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR

SUBSCALE OF STAII
GRAD

1.4

SS

CUT-AT
TEST

OF

Treatment
Error

0.57

10.26

10.83

0.57
0.28 37

38

ANALYSIS OP COVARIANCE FOR "ARITEFXTIC CON
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST.

GRADE 2

Treatment
Error

TOTAL

SS

0,45
07-

HS

0,49

OF

37
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COVAJUANCE FOR "SPELLINO'
AWLEV4ENT TEST

SLetArce MS DF

TteAtzett 0.3S 0.35 1 0
Errs 1.21 32

TOTAL 39.14 31

ANkl..v!S OF COVARIANCE FOR "WORD STUDY SKILLS"

solmat OF STANFORD AM/EVERT TEST
GRADE)

SS MS DF

freactullt

Et-roc

-.=.*Inisgaanalwasimmelia,ouger.--

3,98
59 17

63-E,

I

3

ARALYSLS OF COVAKLMC L4GUAG t"
SOSCALE OF STAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST

GRADE 3

2,15

Scutcie

Treame.
Etrot

1WAL 18_95

DF

I
32

3



ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "ARITHMETIC COMMA ON"
SUB SCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TtST

GRADE 3

Source SS OF F

Treatment
Error ,

TOTAL

0,00
12.6;

12.67

0.00
0.40

33

0.00

ANALYSIS OF CO?ARIA CE FOR "ARITIDIETIC CONCERT
SUBSCALE OF STA P. D ACHIEVE NT TEST

GRADE 3

Treatment
Error

TOTAL 32,00

1.30
0.9'

I

32
1,91



ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "WORD MEANING
SiSCALE OF STANFORD ACUIEVEM2NT TEST

GRADE 4

Source SS

Treatment 0.11

Error

TOTAL 106.32

DF

0.11
2.21

2.

48

o. a6

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "PARAGRAF0 KEANING-
ODSCALE OF STANFORD ACRIEVMENT TU.T

GRADE 4

Treatvent 7,67 ',61 1

Error 954 1._99 44

'....'itYR-SCALF 0

37T;

"SPELLtti(:'

TESI

fIrrot

1-J-TAL

4 1,11



ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "WORD STUDY SKILLS"

SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST

GRADE 4

Source
OF F

rreaeMent

Error

TOTAL

4,45

2.40

I 85

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "LANGUAGE"

legsaAtt nP STANFORD ACHIZVEMENT TEST
GRADE 4

IteAtmellt

Frrot

Up

I

1,59

1:18

ow....A....AAVAA.AAVIA,WPAAIA.A.....,,,..A...w,

4LP5Ur OF c,..PARIASC4 FOR "ARITHMETIC COMM/MON"
g98SCALE OF STANFORD ACHUVIMEVI Tt131

frrot

ITAAL

03

att011 4

7,66

;IF

48

0 9**

1



ANALYSIS OF COVARIATE FOR "ARIT1INETIC CONCEPTS"
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACFLIEVEMIT TrST

GRADE 4

Source

Trearroeut
Er ror

TOTAL 68.50

DP

2.;0
1.37 4

49

1,97

M RIANCE FOR "ARITHMTIC APFL
OF STANFORD ACRIEVEMT TES

GRADE 4

T

OF

Err
8,89

45.40
8.89
0,95

49

9,40g*



ANALYSIS OF COVARW CE FOR
SUBSCALE OF sumFo AGRI

GRADE 5
'EST

Source SS DF F

Treatme4
Error

3(u4rce

TOTAL

0.12
44.27

44.39

.12

.90

ANALYSIS OF COVARIAME FOR r

SUBSCALZ OP STANFORD ACRIEVINENT

GRADE 5

SS

4i+

It z-z.;t3x;ut

VITAL

F 5

DF

TEST

DP

0

MillaktiNNA,....74111.1eThlb Mitlille a,:miltMaM,4.wca. /lib .e..lidlE1211137,01.alirLISMINIMMIEN 4311102145211312111111Williihilithad.

ala.aminwis"



11" ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "LANGUAGE"

0SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST
GRADES

Source SS OF F

Treatment 5.25 5.25 1 5.62*
Error 45.77 0.93 49

TOTAL 51.02 50

ANALYSIS OF COVARLANCE FOR "ARITHMETIC COMPUTATION"
SUBSCALE OF SiANFORb ACHIEVEMENT TEST

GRADE 5

Treatment
Erri5x

IT

TOTAL

MS Or

0.47 0,47 0.66
34.73 0.71 4

35.19 50

ANALYIS OF COVARUNCE FOR "ARITHMETIC APPLICATIONS"
SUBSChLE OF STANFORD ACHIEVE:WI TRST

GRADE 5

Ks Dr F

11_41

081
0,58



ANALYSIS OF COVAEXANCE FOR T CepNCEFTS"
SUBSCALE OJ STANFORD ACRIEVEKENT TEST

GRADE 5

Source SS DF

Treatment
Error

itOTAL

0.46
2 6

26.36

0.46
0.54

1

49
0.86



ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "WORD MEANING"
SOMME OF STANFORD. ACHIEVEMENT TEST

GRADE 6

ou r c e SS DF

Treatment
Error

TOTAL

7.93
75.78

83.71

7.93
1.43

5,55k

awimeNeNMEOla......m.I.N.simaeama,

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "PARA9RAPH MEANING"
SUBSCAIX OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST

GRADE 6

Source

Treatment
Error

ram,

O.

76.58

77.08

HS

0.50
1 , 44

OF

53

54

-rwrsw."1.1

Seurce

Tree
Er

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "SPELLING"
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST

rRADE 6

0,98
33 2

a

OF

0_39



A4A1YSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "LANGUAGE"
SLrBSCAL 0 STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST

GRADE 6

Soorce

Treatment
Error

TOTAL

SS

3.75

60.06

63.81

3.75
1.13

DF

1

53

54

3,31

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR 'ARITMETIC COMPUTATION'
SUB-SCALE OF STANFORD ACH1EV t TEST

GRADE &

Source

Tt
Ertor t-

SS If; Elf

-'yWrirMEEMIMUN.OsiblP

0.40

TOTAL 66JJ7

0,40 3.

53

54

0=32

AKALYSTS OF COVARIANCE FO "ARITMETIC CONCEnS'
lilac OF STAWORD Ammon' rest

GRADE 6

"il'ASoLirze S'S OF

Error

tflw

0, (10

9.1
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR PRE- AND POSTTEST
SCORES OF EXPERIMENTAL TEACHERS ON

"OPINIONNAIRE ON ATTITUDES TOWARD EDUCATION"

Source

TOTAL

Source

Between
Error

SS

90:00
558.00

648.00

90.00
69.75

9

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR TEACHER
SCORES ON "OPINIMAIRE ON ATTITUDES TOWARD EDUCATION"

SS

23.11
261.84

TOTAL 284.94

OF

1.29

0.62

REPEATED MEASURES A. OF
VARIANCE FOR OPEN CLASSROOM SCHOOL S RVATION DATA

Sou

Subjectn
Treatment

(Observarior.s

Errt

TOTAL

.......11141essserammaelwaletar.10.1.

1,261
10,18-8

1761

OF

21'709

'3 10,61**



KUPATED MAWASS ANAMB OF
VARIANCE FOR COMPARISON scHo)L cAsssoam oasemmo P4A

Source

Subjects

Treatment
(0b,3ervation0
rut

1,2.W

ANALYSIS O VAPIAME foR
CLASSROM OSSERVATIOR DATA

Source

Setwen
Errar

as 3F

195(Qa

TOTAL -121831

9
'69

11
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aritht~ettc Computat
Ar ithmet ic Concepts

t hr. vt ic Applications

,'rode t

;:crd Meaning

Paragraph Meaning
Spelling

='- or?: =

-It

Language SI

Ar ithmet lc Computation

Arithmetic Concept s 1

kr ithmet is Appl icat . t:

Teacher Attitudes

..'Finionnaire on Attitudes Toward Education

*Al 1 correlations reported here are between pre- and post
administrations of the same instrument, except f or those in

the Academic Achievement sect ion. The correlations report
ed here are between scores on the Otis- Lennon Mental
Abilities Test and scores on the various subscales of the
St_lnford A.-hievement Test .
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AN1'

Sc.hc-0..

rents retntnod the

adjust to the

t,,).S net cent a. Imediatclv
,2 per cent b. After the first wee,,
3 per cent c,

d.

CradusIlv
Never

r child ever convent that
c.-hool hefore this Year'

t w3nt tc attend

cent $. Yes o2.4 per cent h.

3. ^ id your child ever comment that he did not want to Atte-A
school this school war'

t'.1 per cent a. Yes 83.9 per cent b. No

.. Are ou pleased with the "open" program?

85.3 per cent a. Yes

11.9 per cent b. No
2.8 per cent c. No Response

I\ you feel the program is realistic'

83.5 her cent a. Yes

2ARSESM b. No
per cent c. No Response

My child seems to like thi3 school and enloys the program,

qt.byer cent a, Yes
.9 per cent b. No.

2.5 per cent c. No Response

Would You suggest having some of the activities of this s,h..-ol

incorporated into other schools of this district'

72.b per cent a. Yes
11.0 per cent b. No

4.4_percent c. No Response



on: inn

e'er, t e
na'ri 4

S 1 per cent
7,' per cent

-h independent time tc lc

-.6ocl hindt ti chi,d's tvade17_

1pqr a.

61.4 per cent b.
ltN.S per cent

vo\:r ,hild's interest at heart by the teA._:,ers sm
A the open" program at Sporting Rill'

Y6.7 per cent a. Yes

,0 per cent, b. No

18.3 per cent c. No Rearonse

"id vou oetsin satisfaction from the Prokrt ' Report pr.-odure
use -i to report the progress of voor child'

75.6 per cent a. Yes
17.1 per cent b. No

3 per cent c. Nc Re9P°"'

M child likes the following things about importing Hill
RecOrded are the number of instances the general topic

mentioned.)

4'4 A. "Movin-&-Groovio"
10 The informal atmosphere of the school and stati Inemhcrs
29 Teachers:
24 Everything:
19 e. To be given the respons1bilitv of d1ting independent L-ork
16 i. Carpet:
11 g. Individualized instruction
11 h. Learning stations

i. Doing contracts in various subjects

11. My child dislikes Sporting Hill because of th 1 wing reasons:

5 a. Lack of individual desks
4 b. Having tubs to keep belongings in
4 c. Student teachers leaving
3 d. Bus problems
3 e. Mr. Balmer leaving

.4 4



Pler.se fee! tree t- make any ,ther ,ommehts

rr-gtam la ?OU have ueen in this veir at Sporting Hill

A wonderful, program_

The program provides a better opportunity tot so

adjustment und opportunity to 449UMv
Individual differences ate accepted_
The staff tnrks hdtd.

The informal atmosphere to looked upon as a !.ega;1-:e
characteristi.

Better discipline im neelied.

Would you be willlag to make your thoughts put,11
opn" program'

A Yes
h. No

No Response

6° In favor of the program
12 Not in favor of the prograw
41 No Reaponse
6 Not sure et this time_



AFFKND
ont I nuedi

H111 School tiri it r. 19'

A Ceir-ept Fvalustion

inre 1 t i pupils in c-rales J-n

"r1,5,..t vo,i npit; e t trig

-r!Myer cent a. This year ls rore irteresfing
3 per cent b. This year is lann 1nterearing
8 per cent It is the same
1 per cent I No response

-trim did yuu
--hool this year?

!eel /14 thOUgh 114n

2f per cent a. Never
41 percent b. Sometimes
19 per cent c. Often
11 per cetL d. Always
1 per cent e. No response

t 4.1E.

Pow often did you leel as though you dlln't wAi,t to come
.chool thin veer?

/0 per cent a. Never
20 per cent b. Sometimes
5 per cent (. Often
5 per cent d. Always

.,mu enicv the freedom of thi i q h0011

' per cent a, Yea

Dc vou want thin ncho-1

per cent a. Yea

per cent

continue as it la now

3 per cent
' No

1 you think other schools in this school distrlf,
this school'

77 per cent n. Yes
20 per cent b. No
3 per cent of No response

I like this school because:

(Recorded are the number of inntancen the general tol-fo wris

mentioned.)

68_ "Movin-and-Croovin"



31
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"tTE.NDI-t

(continued

fr aft., r itr4

tenches are n.-!
Carpet

ng contracts in vatio-as ntibie,-t

ime after the lontracts are campiet_
duallzed iostruction and t'- te aY,Ie WT'

one's own opted.
In doing school work it etill 1,
Math (individualized and contracted,
Reading - Language Arts (individualized and .-ntr$

Ing many audio-visual materials avnil4b1,- f

I dinilke thin school because'
IFetorded are the number of instancen the genertl =f'Cr.ricinVd_l

Nothing (Either the word "nothin
there vas no responae.)
Do not like carrying the cubs, aryl cre tO-r, Ire tipt_

mabstantial.

10 c. Sometimes too noisy
9 d. Would like to have awn desk
6 P. Hue; problema

h f. Teachers leaving
5 t.. Dislike science

Teachers leaving room.
being called out.)

Make any other suggestion or comment about thin nrhnol vuu wiat,
(Recorded are the number of Instance') the general topic was
mentioned )

"Hovin-and-Groovin" should be loniscr_

Dave more recesses or have longer recesses_
Favorable comments about teachers or staff minrAer<,

d. We like its or We love it!
e. Would like to have better tubs
f. Like the carpet
g. Would like to have own desks

3 h. Like Thuraday's early_ ismissai

i. Like contracts
Wish they could eat in the hoi;_

cher
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OF FORT IV: RILL TIMMS r.N KAY 1

1.ad v YoAA q at t #nd InA the "cpcn

t_ Vndec- tiled

eet ge!t_t Ing more ty r,

er :irt rtid t4iid 20 0r cent
= hiid t 111.,e 14c:hoe ciri

erct ei _cent

"

'Iv :hi Id 44-/.1 it ive 4nd nij. thin at-out a, tf ner
tdfl refore__

e tir4e.c Wed 26,38 per cent ner

fie.enn more enthusiast ic abryj 'ho ral learning noi,

1 Un4e,:i.ded

M. chi1d'.9 nelf -1-fahse (hrAt he feels about hitisnelf) thprcvej ,==!

the "open classroom" school

Ye9 38.10 per tent ecfdJ O,79 percent Wit pr iflt
1 Be_-cause of the "open classroom" schryol, I notice that r_r hag tr,,:rr.?

qe f -control thin before.

Yes 26.913 per cent Onde-c ided 49.21 pr cen '';o 23.8) per cent

.69.70 per cent . of 96) of t
Hill returned a questionnaire.

h a child or (hild nx
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